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ABSTRACT
This project thesis was designed to foster the spiritual formation of children in a
multicultural church. A diverse team was assembled to design a curriculum to be used
with volunteers in a children’s ministry context. Through seven two-hour sessions held
over eight weeks in the spring of 2022, the curriculum development team first examined
what it means to embody a multicultural perspective of the gospel while at the same time
investigating the negative impact of a White, Eurocentric expression of Christianity.
Next, they collaborated to develop a theological construct that centered around (1) the
idea of being created in the image of God, (2) love of God and love of people, as
demonstrated in Matt 22:36–40 and echoed in Eph 2, and (3) the vision of a multicultural
church as witnessed through Acts 15. Finally, they constructed practical application
components within the curriculum to address two goals for the children’s ministry
volunteers: (1) to facilitate movement from a monocultural mindset to a multicultural one
and (2) to be used as equipping strategies as volunteers prepare children’s ministry
lessons. As the curriculum development team considered the dissonant perspectives
generally inherent within a discussion about race, they also clearly recognized the
spiritual significance for both children of color and White children. As a result of the
potential impact, they did not shy away from the challenges of this difficult study. The
resulting artifact, Inclusive Conversations for Children’s Ministry: Journeying from
Diversity to Multiculturalism, is intended to be the start of a continuing conversation that
will hopefully guide multicultural churches toward expressing the fullness of God and

thereby remove the spiritual barriers that occur when the gospel message is presented
through a dominant-culture lens.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Get rid of White Jesus to the extent that the image is still floating around in books
and coloring sheets at North Atlanta. The whole notion of a fair-skinned, straighthaired, blue-eyed Jesus is historically and geographically inaccurate. It also
perpetuates the notion of White people as good, pure, saviors of the world when
in fact there’s no way Jesus could have been anything other than a brown-skinned
man based on his country of origin. The idea of a good, pure savior having a dark
complexion is so controversial but . . . the popular image of Jesus is just wrong.
I’m not sure if that means having an intentional conversation about race as it
pertains to the Bible with older kids or getting picture books that depict Jesus and
the disciples as people of color for the younger kids—maybe it’s both—but I do
think speaking on it is important!1
It was a stark but honest text message from a parent of color in the children’s ministry.
Little did she know that I had already begun questioning how the children’s ministry was
communicating the Bible in this very diverse setting—the stories, the images, the songs,
and the words we spoke. They had long been feeling problematic. However, this
authentic conversation—begun on the phone, paused to put our respective children to
bed, and concluded through text—convicted me that my thinking and questioning needed
to go further. Our questions needed to become action, or the children that both of us had
put to bed just a short while earlier were going to continue to experience a gospel
message that did not reflect the fullness of God but gave a distorted message through the
othering of so many of God’s people.

1. Parent of children’s ministry student, text message to author, June 10, 2020.
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Throughout history and into the present day, God’s people have attended to
passing on to the next generation the Story of God and the stories about God. To this end
scholar Renita J. Weems challenges, “[We] must be made aware of [our] role and
responsibility each time [we] literally, that is, unthinkingly/uncritically, pass these stories
on to the next generation.”2 In other words, what we say and how we say it matters. For
this reason, the following questions must be asked: “How do our children see themselves
in God’s unfolding story?” and “How do they see themselves in the world as a result of
it?” When asked with a willingness to examine the answers, these questions shed light on
the ways that barriers obstruct the ability of children to grow in their spiritual walk with
God. One such barrier, as noted by scholars, is the impact that a White, Eurocentric
normativity has on biblical exegesis, which may result in a divergence from a radically
inclusive and objective gospel message.3
Title of the Project
The title of this project is “An Inclusive Framework for Ministry: Fostering the
Spiritual Formation of Children in a Multicultural Church.” The purpose of this project is

2. Renita J. Weems, “Re-Reading for Liberation: African American Women and the Bible,” in
Womanist Theological Ethics: A Reader, ed. Katie Geneva Cannon, Emilie M. Townes, and Angela D.
Sims (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2011), 61.
3. David G. Horrell, “Paul, Inclusion and Whiteness: Particularizing Interpretation,” Journal for
the Study of the New Testament 40, no. 2 (2017): 134; Gonzalez, “Difference, Body, and Race,” in
Questioning the Human: Toward a Theological Anthropology for the Twenty-First Century, eds. Lieven
Boeve, Yves De Maeseneer, and Ellen Van Stichel (New York: Fordham University Press, 2014), 143;
Omowale Akintunde, “White Racism, White Supremacy, White Privilege, and the Social Construction of
Race: Moving from Modernist to Postmodernist Multiculturalism,” Multicultural Education 7, no. 2
(December 15, 1999): 8; George Lipsitz, “The Possessive Investment in Whiteness: Racialized Social
Democracy and the ‘White’ Problem in American Studies,” American Quarterly 47, no. 3 (September
1995): 371; Rita Kohli and Daniel G. Solórzano, “Teachers, Please Learn Our Names!: Racial
Microaggressions and the K–12 Classroom,” Race, Ethnicity, and Education 15, no. 4 (2012): 443; Cain
Hope Felder, “Beyond Eurocentric Biblical Interpretation: Reshaping Racial and Cultural Lenses in
Christian Education,” The Journal of the Interdenominational Theological Center 40, no. 1 (Fall 2014): 14.
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to develop a curriculum to be used with the volunteers within a children’s ministry at a
diverse church. More specifically, the intention is to create a curriculum that will help
volunteers increase their awareness of the overwhelming tendency to locate the gospel
within the confines of ethnocentrism and equip the same volunteers with strategies for
how to approach the gospel from a multicultural perspective. While some faith
communities have engaged with this conversation, there are no formal protocols or
equipping mechanisms in place for systematically addressing these concerns in a way that
produces lasting change.4 It is not enough to simply replace White, Eurocentric resources
within a children’s ministry because this is only a change to the pattern; it does not alter
the values of the volunteers or the ministry as a whole. Those who work with children
must also engage in an intentional process of reframing the narrative both internally and
in the way that it is communicated to children to create lasting change that positively
impacts the kingdom of God.
The pervasive influence of a European interpretation and presentation of Scripture
on children as well as the subsequent implications arising out of that negative influence
highlight the need to thoroughly examine children’s ministries in multicultural churches.
Doing so will help to determine children’s ministries’ complicity in presenting an
imbalanced message of God that diminishes the ability for all of God’s children to come
fully into relationship with God. Likewise, this process of examination also requires

4. To produce lasting change, an organization must move past first-order change to, at the very
least, second-order change, and perhaps for the purpose of this project intervention, third-order change.
First-order change is altering the pattern of something that is already being done. Second-order change is
doing something fundamentally different in a way that alters the values. Third-order change attempts to
“help organization members develop the capacity to identify and change their own schemata as they see
fit.” It is transformational to the very core of an organization’s identity. Jean M. Bartunek and Michael K.
Moch, “First-Order, Second-Order, and Third-Order Change and Organization Development Interventions:
A Cognitive Approach,” The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science 23, no. 4 (1987): 484–87.
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personal reflection to evaluate the presence of obstacles for communities and individuals.
When one approaches Scripture, consciously or unconsciously, through a White,
Eurocentric lens, one must question what is being communicated to the children within a
diverse ministry—particularly children of color—and how that is impacting their faith
development.5 To fully understand the implications, it is crucial to approach this
conversation through a posture of openness and humility.
I began this exploration of the barriers to spiritual formation that can exist in a
diverse community of faith during my time serving the North Atlanta Church of Christ
(hereafter NACOC) as children’s minister. Thus, the contextual framework that informs
this project was born out of that experience. Furthermore, while it would be shortsighted
to imagine that NACOC is indicative of all diverse communities of faith, there are
characteristics present within this congregation, and specifically its children’s ministry,
that are also prevalent in other diverse bodies as well. Therefore, I believe that the

5. The terms “White” and “Eurocentric” have been used multiple times thus far and will continue
to be used throughout this project intervention. Therefore, it is important to create points of reference as to
what both of these terms mean. DiAngelo defines “White” as “the ‘top’ classification of the socially
constructed and hierarchically arranged categories. Those perceived and categorized as white are granted
social, cultural, institutional, psychological, and material advantages.” Lowy and Winters further speak to
the hierarchical structure of “Eurocentrism” as a “foundational source of meaning” that is “centered on or
biased toward Western civilization” through which “individuals, groups, and nations . . . develop attitudes
based on emerging ideologies of racial, religious, cultural, or ethnic supremacy.” Jun et al. further merges
the two terms of “White” and “Eurocentric” by speaking to the pervasiveness of White, Eurocentric
Christianity in terms of the West, where “White society believes knowledge was conceived” and “the rest
of the world was an object to be described, studied, and objectified.” In this project intervention, terms such
as dominant culture and ethnocentric are used interchangeably with the terminology of “White” and
“Eurocentric.” Each are intended to reflect a perspective that is viewed as normative regarding ideology.
Robin DiAngelo, What Does It Mean to Be White? Developing White Racial Literacy, rev. ed. (New York:
Lang, 2016), 355–56; Richard F. Lowy, “Eurocentrism, Ethnic Studies, and the New World Order: Toward
a Critical Paradigm,” Journal of Black Studies 25, no. 6 (July 1995): 714–15; Mary-Frances Winters,
Inclusive Conversations: Fostering Equity, Empathy, and Belonging Across Differences (Oakland: BerrettKoehler, 2020), 131; Alexander Jun et al., White Jesus: The Architecture of Racism in Religion and
Education (New York: Lang, 2018), 7–8.
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conclusions drawn from examining this specific ministry context along with the ensuing
spiritual formation concerns and conversations are germane to other churches.
Description of Ministry Context
Historical Summary of North Atlanta Church of Christ
To better understand the effect a children’s ministry has on children and families
within a diverse church, it is important to first expand one’s awareness of the historical
context of that church. In doing so, one gains a broader insight into its identity, and with
that clarity comes the ability to better interpret the correlation between the environment
and the data gained through the study. Therefore, I will begin by summarizing the history
and development of NACOC from its inception and to the time of this project.6
NACOC began on June 7, 1959, as the Sandy Springs Church of Christ. As the
church grew, it met in different locations throughout the Sandy Springs area, which was a
predominantly White suburb of Atlanta. In January of 1961, Ralph Casey became the
first full-time minister. He was followed in the fall of 1971 by Bill Long. Long remained
as pulpit minister until his retirement in 1997, at which time Don McLaughlin took over
as preaching minister. He remains in that position today. In 1970, the Sandy Springs
Church began services in its first permanent facility and at that time the church had about
125 members. Throughout the next decade and a half, the church continued to grow to
about 900 members, and in 1987, it moved from the Sandy Springs location to its present
location in Dunwoody. As the move was made, the church also changed its name from
Sandy Springs Church of Christ to North Atlanta Church of Christ to reflect the fact that

6. Bill Long (former minister) in discussion with the author, September 2020; Ken Snell (minister)
in discussion with author, September 2020; Linda Lindsay (accounting manager) in discussion with author,
October 2020.
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it was becoming more of a regional church rather than a neighborhood one. As the church
continued to flourish in the early 1990s, it decided to add programs such as a counseling
center and a preschool. Additionally, in the late 1990s, NACOC began actively reaching
out to the recovery community through work with recovery programs in the area. This led
to the development of a formal recovery ministry at the church.7 Throughout this time,
the church remained focused on evangelistic efforts locally and abroad, and this impacted
the development of the church tremendously.
In the mid- to late-80s, NACOC began emerging as a comparatively more diverse
congregation in relation to other churches in general, and although it did not intentionally
set out to do so, it grew into one over the years. One man’s work was most influential in
this growth. In 1984, an African American man named Fred McClure came to the
predominantly White NACOC. His spirit was one of evangelism, and through his desire
to spread the good news, he broadened the diversity of NACOC. As the church grew,
with a peak in 2004 of approximately 1,400 members, there were several notable
developments. While the diversity of the congregation was growing, that same diversity
was only minimally reflected within church leadership.8 For example, in the mid-1990s,
one Black man was appointed as an elder. Additional men of color were not installed as
elders until approximately twenty years later. Equally important, in 2001, North Atlanta

7. Until mid-2021, the recovery ministry was referred to as the Anchor Ministry. It is now simply
referred to as the Recovery Ministry. It has a full-time recovery minister on staff.
8. Official congregational membership and attendance records that note more precise
demographics do not exist for a few reasons. Therefore, much of the contextual history has been relayed
anecdotally. However, concerning leadership of the church (i.e., elders), the first elder of color was
appointed in 1992 and the second in 2012. Both of those men are Black. In 2014, the third elder of color,
who is Latino, was appointed. In 2018, two additional men of color were appointed. Their appointment
brought the total number of elders to eighteen.
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hired its first full-time African American minister, Dr. Major Boglin, as both family life
minister and executive director of the Genesis Counseling Center.9 The following three
full-time ministers of color were hired in 2006, 2014, and 2015. These data points are
significant because they speak to the disconnect that can exist in diverse churches
between what the church body looks like and what church leadership looks like. Over the
past two decades, additional staff members, ministers, and elders have been added, and
many have represented marginalized communities. As a result, the ministry staff and
leadership of the church gradually became much more representative of the church itself.
In 2014, NACOC adopted its Love First Vision to intentionally communicate the
desire to be a diverse church. Subsequently, in 2017, Boglin urged church leadership to
consider what it meant to be simply a diverse church versus a multicultural and inclusive
one.10 Shared terminology was introduced to leadership as part of this discussion—
diversity and inclusion. Being a diverse church simply means that differences are present;
they can be counted. Diversity refers to the “mix of differences in any particular setting to
include (but not necessarily limited to) race, religion, ethnicity, gender, sexual
orientation, nationality, age or generation, job function, and so on. Diversity is not limited
to visible, physical differences.”11 Additionally, the existence of diversity does not

9. Major Boglin served in this dual role for approximately twenty years. In early 2022, he moved
into a full-time role as the executive director of the Genesis Counseling Center.
10. Boglin also presented the elders and ministers with a psychometric instrument—the
Intercultural Development Inventory developed by Dr. Mitchell Hammer (IDI, LLC)—that could further
illustrate inhibiting factors keeping North Atlanta from living into what it means to be a multicultural and
inclusive community of faith versus simply a diverse organization. While this observation by Boglin had
actually begun years before in a variety of ways, this 2017 discussion now provided church leadership with
a quantifiable tool that would yield a more concrete understanding of what it means not only to be an
interculturally competent organization that is able to live into the ideal of multiculturalism and inclusivity
but also how that impacts the church.
11. Winters, Inclusive Conversations, 58.
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immediately support or even indicate the presence of inclusion. On the other hand,
“inclusion is the act of understanding how those differences intersect and interact . . .
ensuring that the differences are valued, respected, and understood.”12 Inclusion requires
that the elements of belongingness and uniqueness, as stated by Shore et al., be present in
significant ways so that people can bring to the table their “unique experiences,
preferences, and strengths without sacrificing or minimizing core aspects of their identity,
background, or perspective.”13 Inclusion is about more than a numerical representation.
Thus, recognizing the differences in these two terms, diversity and inclusion, is precisely
where this conversation needed to begin because it was fundamental to the crux of the
discussion regarding what it means to be a multicultural and inclusive community of
faith.
Despite its diversity and despite its strong desire to be a multicultural and
inclusive community of faith, there are many areas in which NACOC still functions as a
dominant-culture church.14 As a result, many of its ministries exhibit a monocultural
orientation. As the children’s minister at NACOC for over six years, I was welcomed into

12. Winters, Inclusive Conversations, 58.
13. Lynn M. Shore et al., “Inclusion and Diversity in Work Groups: A Review and Model for
Future Research,” Journal of Management 37, no. 4 (July 2011): 1268; Mitchell R. Hammer, The
Intercultural Development Inventory: Resource Guide (Olney, MD: IDI, LLC, 2020), electronic book, 26.
“Belongingness” is the third in Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. Abraham Maslow, Motivation and
Personality, 3rd ed., rev. Robert Frager et al. (New York: Harper & Row, 1970). “Belongingness is
particularly important in the realm of spiritual care and formation. . . . Children especially need to feel a
deep sense of belonging, and they know if they are welcome or not.” Holly Catterton Allen and Christine
Lawton Ross, “The Benefits of Intergenerality,” The Journal of Discipleship and Family Ministry 3, no. 2
(2013): 17.
14. Dominant culture, for the purposes of this paper, refers specifically to a White, Eurocentric
culture. As a general definition, dominant groups are those “with systemic power, privileges, and social
status within a society.” They are “considered the norm, . . . make the rules, and all others are judged by
their standards.” Winters, Inclusive Conversations, 32–33 and 63.
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the lives of the children and their families at NACOC, and in this role, I was also granted
access into a space of incredibly honest conversations.15 Through my experiences as a
minister and confidante as well as my own study and self-reflection, I became more
aware of how this disconnect manifested itself within the children’s ministry. In this next
section, I will examine the landscape of the children’s ministry at NACOC to expand the
contextual framework for this narrative.
Contextual Description of North Atlanta Children’s Ministry
At the start of 2020, the North Atlanta Children’s Ministry (hereinafter NACM)
was comprised of approximately 150 students from birth through fifth grade.16 The
ministry served infants and toddlers in a nursery setting during two separate worship
service hours, while preschool-age through second-grade students attended children’s
worship during both worship service hours as well. There was a single Bible-class hour
that had age-divided classes from birth through fifth grade. With the exception of the
upper elementary ages, who only met during the Bible-class hour, students remained in
the children’s ministry area for approximately two hours each Sunday morning.17 During

15. I began my work at NACOC in December 2015 and worked there as the children’s minister
for just over six years. In January 2022, I accepted a new position at Abilene Christian University. While I
am not able to speak directly to the current climate at NACOC with respect to being a multicultural
community of faith, I am discussing the church from the perspective of my time there while also realizing
how long it takes for substantial change to occur and become embedded in the DNA of an organization.
16. The statistical information is based on church membership and attendance early in 2020, just
before the COVID pandemic. While NACOC, like many churches, has experienced a decline in attendance
over the past two years, the insight gained through the study of this context is still valid and applicable.
Additionally, the contextual description of the children’s ministry is reflective of the practices just prior to
the pandemic.
17. It is important to note that while the third, fourth, and fifth graders met only during the Bible
class hour during traditional Sunday programming, they were engaged in many spiritual formation
opportunities outside of the confines of a Sunday morning. Therefore, there was still significant exposure to
a White, Eurocentric lens.
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this time, students usually interacted with two different sets of volunteers—one set during
their worship service hour and another set during Bible class. The curriculum and other
resources (e.g., Bibles, Bible storybooks, videos, manipulatives, and developmental
resources) used during both Bible class and children’s worship were materials published
by prominent Christian publishing companies. They represented what children’s
ministers in my network generally considered best practices throughout the dominantculture, Christian children’s ministry context. The student population was diverse in
makeup, and the volunteers also mirrored that diversity reasonably well. Approximately
40 percent of both the children’s ministry student population and volunteer base were
people of color. However, the majority of volunteers who served as leaders in either
children’s worship or Bible class, meaning the primary disseminators of information,
were White. Additionally, the primary leaders of the ministry, meaning the hired, fulltime children’s ministry staff of myself and a children’s ministry coordinator, also
represented the dominant-culture perspective.18 This realization, despite the lack of
intentionality behind it, indicates a high probability that the practical aspect of ministry
would overwhelmingly be viewed through an ethnocentric lens.19
Understanding the contextual framework of NACM allows one to better imagine
how the overall ministry functions. At the same time, it also begins to provide a structure

18. There is a crucial conversation that must be had with respect to children’s ministry and the
lack of diversity that exists within the leadership and more prominent roles of the ministry. Based on my
experience with NACM and in conversation with other diverse churches, this highly problematic structure
is not an anomaly and must be intentionally addressed. However, despite the critical nature of just such a
discussion, it is unfortunately not within the scope of this project. It will be revisited in Chapter 5 as I
recommend next steps.
19. Ethnocentrism is a basic belief that one’s own culture is superior to other cultures and its
cultural standards can be applied universally. Donald R. Kinder and Cindy D. Kam, Us Against Them:
Ethnocentric Foundations of American Opinion (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2009), 32–34.
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through which to imagine the different ways that ministry intersects with the lives of
children and their families. Under these circumstances, to gain a greater awareness of the
presence, impact, and inherent flaws of the traditional Eurocentric expression of
Christianity, it is essential to identify ethnocentric patterns and areas of short-sightedness
and the ways both of these shape the children and families. This was evaluated at
NACOC through a previous project using the following methods of study: affinity focus
groups, descriptive research, an expert interview, and a participant observer.20
Focus Group Summary
As I began exploring the impact that a traditionally ethnocentric ministry has on
the lives of children, it was necessary to immerse myself in more than just the literature.
Therefore, I reached out to families at NACOC and put together three focus groups with
whom to engage in conversation. Because of the challenging nature of this conversation,
I intentionally sought out families with whom I had a strong prior relationship.21
The three focus groups were affinity-based groups. Focus group 1 was comprised
entirely of Black participants for whom all members of their households were also Black.
Focus group 2 was composed entirely of White participants. In focus group 3, each of the
households was transracial in differing ways, and this group included Black, Brown, and
White participants. This approach was utilized because, as Tim Sensing states in
Qualitative Research, “focus group theory advocates selecting participants along

20. As part of my Doctor of Ministry coursework, I completed a Ministry Context and Analysis
Proposal (MCAP) project for BIBM 716, Theological Foundations for the Practice of Ministry, with
NACOC. As this was an unpublished course project intended to gain insight into a perceived problem, no
IRB oversight was required.
21. While I would categorize my relationship with all the participating families as authentic and
transparent, I, in no way, want to assume that the families of color felt completely free to speak openly.
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homogenous and theoretically meaningful dimensions and criteria.”22 Additionally, since
the discussion involved race, intentionally fostering a brave space that encouraged deeper
discussion was critical.23 I asked each group the same series of questions and stepped
back in the hopes of encouraging organic conversation and a more authentic
understanding of where each person was with respect to race, the Bible, and the
convergence of the two.
While unifying themes connected the three distinct focus groups, the most eyeopening narrative was that of focus group 1.24 The two primary themes vocalized within
this group were frustration with and/or negative impact of a White, Eurocentric approach
to Christianity and the assimilation that must occur to feel accepted and welcomed. These
themes were echoed repeatedly in a variety of ways. Additionally, the participants
articulated pain from the lack of coherence between the community NACOC desires to
be and the community families of color experience. As the conversation turned to the
dominant culture’s ethnocentric approach to Christianity, one way this lack of coherence
was illustrated was through a discussion of the inaccurate ways that Jesus is presented
verbally and visually throughout the faith community in teaching, religious depictions,
children’s storybook Bibles, songs, scriptural messaging, analogies, and so forth. Every
single member of focus group 1 voiced this concern. Furthermore, the negative impact of
this type of biblical communication for each participant’s child was identified as shaping

22. Tim Sensing, Qualitative Research: A Multi-Methods Approach to Projects for Doctor of
Ministry Theses, 2nd ed. (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2022), 215.
23. “Brave spaces create an environment that makes previously uncomfortable conversations safe
to explore.” Winters, Inclusive Conversations, 21.
24. This project will draw primarily on the anecdotal evidence learned from focus group 1.
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their understanding of the kingdom and role within it. Equally apparent throughout all the
focus groups was the cognizance that dominant culture does not seem to be aware of its
reinforcement of the cycle. Thus, one can conclude a disconnect exists between ministry
staff’s perceptions and the actual lived experiences of persons of color. As is evident in
the preceding discussion, the insight gained from the focus groups highlighted the need to
disrupt the brokenness of the cycle by understanding its rootedness, the system in play,
and the actors engaged within the system.
The Impact of a White, Eurocentric Lens
Disrupting the White, Eurocentric approach to Christianity starts by
understanding its rootedness, the system in play, and the actors engaged within the
system. As theologian David Horrell points out, one should
think about the recent history of biblical studies, in which there have indeed been
critiques of the dominant white tradition of historical-critical exegesis with its
European origins and American continuation, along with an insistence on the
locatedness of all interpreters. . . . What remains—and remains at the centre—is
just biblical studies: the unspecified, unmarked, but largely white, Western project
of a particular kind of historical and often theologically inflected exegesis.25
While Horrell is specifically addressing the academic discipline of exegesis,
interpretation does not stay situated in academia. It moves from there into the churches
and influences the way Christianity is expressed. Christianity is still viewed primarily
through a White, Eurocentric—or dominant-culture—lens, and that perspective is deeply
embedded in individuals. From the reading and interpretation of Scripture to the fairskinned representations of Jesus, these artifacts of the dominant culture shape the way
people both receive and communicate the message. Moreover, while it may not be easily

25. Horrell, “Paul,” 139.
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visible to all involved, these cultural artifacts are ever-present. As some of the
participants within the focus groups noted, it is entirely apparent in children’s ministry
that the gospel message is communicated not just verbally but visually as well. However,
the effects are not limited solely to children’s ministry. They are present throughout the
entirety of faith communities. In a recorded lecture, Wilda Gafney, a Womanist
theologian and Hebrew Bible scholar, illustrated the depth to which biblical interpretation
is affected by Whiteness.
Unexamined Whiteness is present in biblical interpretation, understandings of
God, Jesus, . . . and ultimately affects Christian identity and its expressions,
theology, liturgy, and iconography. When the images of God, Christ, the angels,
the saints, and the Israelite-faithful are White and only White, White supremacy is
at work. When those images are all the children see even when their Sunday
school and vacation Bible school curricula includes pictures of Black and Brown
children, because Jesus loves us all, but maintains an unchallenged White norm
for Jesus and biblical characters, White supremacy is successfully passed down to
another generation.26
Unless one is at a predominantly Black church, the images and artifacts that permeate a
children’s ministry wing are that of a White, Eurocentric representation. Gafney further
illustrates this idea by highlighting how faith communities have uncritically allowed the
imagery of light and darkness in Scripture to be communicated from a singular
perspective and not provided balance in the wholeness of Scripture. She states, “We can’t
escape language in our Scriptures that equates darkness with the absence of God, but we
can take care how we use it, how we preach it. And we can also preach the other passages
in which God dwells in thick darkness and darkness is the abode of the whole.”27 As a
26. Wilda Gafney, “WhiteSupremacy Biblical Interp,” Scholar Strike for Racial Justice video,
12:51, September 9, 2020, https://tcu.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=65bdb901-4b9743c8-9cdcac2f017f84ec&fbclid=IwAR1qAZ7E7monzddsnuAL2dLukHafHH2_fM1LAMl2zy6lTu6RLu2KqtNLsXI.
27. Gafney, “WhiteSupremacy.”
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result of this distorted expression of biblical interpretation, these “ideas get mapped onto
human bodies where to be Black is to be less than, because it lines up with darkness that
is often critiqued in the Scripture.”28 The communication of these distortions through
images, children’s sermons, and Bible classes by well-intentioned ministers is harmful,
not only due to the content, but because it is often assumed that one’s presentation of God
is unbiased and critically aware.
Simply being aware of the very real presence of this White interpretive lens and
the resulting implications is not sufficient. Intentional work toward change must follow
because the distortion is so wholly present. Little and Tolbert confirm, “Due to mental
associations between color and morality, research demonstrates that a negative bias
exists, which perceives that dark skin is equal to bad actions. That black is bad and sin is
black has been promoted in Sunday school curricula for so long that Christians might
actually think ‘black as sin’ is in the Bible.”29
The juxtaposition of color and character is a result of the White, Eurocentric lens
through which the gospel message has long been articulated. However, it is not the only
problematic element. Many of the focus group participants noted an immediate visual
association with Jesus as White even if from a scriptural perspective they know this not
to be true. To them, White Jesus is the imaginary but accepted exemplar resulting from

28. Wilda Gafney, “Gaf Bib Interp,” Scholar Strike for Racial Justice video, 9:33, September 8,
2020, https://tcu.hosted.panopto.com/Panopto/Pages/Viewer.aspx?id=46a73b05-e779-435e-b08fac2e016651a8; “White power and privilege is termed White supremacy. . . . We use the term to capture the
pervasiveness, magnitude, and normalcy of White privilege, dominance, and assumed superiority.” Özlem
Sensoy and Robin DiAngelo, Is Everyone Really Equal? An Introduction to Key Concepts in Social Justice
Education, 2nd ed. (New York: Teachers College Press, 2017), 143.
29. Sharoni D. Little and La Verne A. Tolbert, “The Problem with Black Boys: Race, Gender, and
Discipline in Christian and Private Elementary Schools,” Christian Education Journal 15, no. 3 (2018):
415.
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the gradual separation of Western Christian perceptions of Jesus from his historical,
physical body. However, “reconnecting Jesus to his Jewish body deconstructs the Whitesupremacist notion of Christianity as synonymous with Western European culture.”30
Therefore, if one is to uphold the integrity of Scripture and its culminating message, then
one must do so through communication that is theologically sound and biblically
accurate. Matlock and DiAngelo further emphasize this point through the following
narrative from their research study. A parent in a self-described non-religious household
was visiting with her son one day, and he asserted that God is White. This surprised the
mother considerably, and when she questioned where her son came up with this idea, he
responded that “when Jesus is pictured, he’s almost always White,” and he extrapolated
from that.31 As illustrated through this story, the widely personified norm of the who and
what of a dominant-culture God permeates the messaging we receive in our churches and
throughout the world, and much like the son’s experience referenced in the study, that
meaning becomes embedded.
When pondering the examples discussed by focus group 1, it is evident that the
default is still that of a dominant-culture approach to Christianity that highlights White
culture and diminishes people of color. This realization is incredibly significant because
the way in which race has “functioned within theology reveals that, in our constructions
of humanity as created in the image of God, certain aspects of human existence have been

30. Gonzalez, “Difference,” 143; See also Amanda Jo Pittman and John H. Boyles, “Challenging
White Jesus: Race and the Undergraduate Bible Classroom,” Religious Education 114, no. 3 (2019): 315–
27.
31. Sarah A. Matlock and Robin DiAngelo, “‘We Put It in Terms of Not-Nice’: White Antiracists
and Parenting,” Journal of Progressive Human Services 26 (2015): 81.
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privileged at the expense of others.”32 Additionally, this is the result of a history that has
shaped the church through “both a tacit cultural ideological tendency and a principle of
racial exclusion or proscription that showed little positive regard for non-European
peoples and their religious and spiritual heritage.”33 What the church was has remained,
in many instances, what the church is, and this is not the church that God desires.
Once one begins to understand the all-encompassing nature of the White,
Eurocentric expression of Christianity, the next step is to gain insight into the specific
impact of this ideology on children. Two of the questions considered early on in this
process were: “If this is the message that our children are receiving, what does this do to
them?” and “What is the children’s ministry inadvertently communicating not only to
children of color but to White children as well?” Those were serious questions with
kingdom implications. They spoke to the critical nature of walking through this
conversation. The most pressing answers came from two of the parents who participated
in focus group 1.
I don’t want her to continue to perpetuate that idea of White is better because God
is White. So White’s gotta be amazing. So what does that mean for Black people?
From the beginning, I mean, she’s only [age], but she’s picking up on those things
now. And I don’t want that to be, um, I don’t want her to be, to feed into that
belief that being Black is being less than.34
One of the things . . . I think is important is White Jesus affects not just Black
people, right? It affects White people, too. So, we’re clearly dealing with . . .
White is right, Black is wrong, and all that. And so when you have an image of
the Messiah as a White, like imagine what that would do for society if White
people had an image of the Messiah as a Black person. . . . How might that affect
how they interact with Black people, how they view Black. . . . It’s just when all
32. Gonzalez, “Difference,” 142.
33. Felder, “Beyond Eurocentric,” 7.
34. Focus group 1, participant 11.
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you see is continued evidence that you as a White person are the best and the
prettiest and the most supreme and everything else is wrong, you don’t even have
an opportunity to consider something different.35
The preceding statements describe the fundamental elements of socialization,
internalization, and unconscious bias, and while there may be a perception that these
elements should remain detached from a conversation about children’s ministry, they
have direct implications for faith formation. To better understand how they affect
children’s faith formation, one must clearly understand the terminology.
Socialization, Internalization, Bias, and Children’s Ministry
The first factor is that of socialization. Socialization, which begins at birth, “refers
to our systematic training into the norms of our culture,” where through the establishment
of meanings and practices, we learn how to “behave appropriately in that culture.”36
Additionally, and perhaps most importantly, socialization is a powerful force that once
internalized needs very little outside force to remain in place.37 With that being said,
while socialization cannot be avoided, one can challenge the impact socialization has on a
person’s life and thus work to overcome it through significant commitment toward
change.38
Internalization, or a person’s internalized framework, refers to the way in which
people are socialized to think about and relate to each other. The dominant group will
identify their place within the social structure as natural and will act accordingly—often

35. Focus group 1, participant 8.
36. Sensoy and DiAngelo, Is Everyone, 36.
37. Sensoy and DiAngelo, Is Everyone, 78.
38. Sensoy and DiAngelo, Is Everyone, 147.
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unintentionally—because they have been socialized (or have learned) to view it this way.
This is internalized dominance. In contrast, internalized oppression refers to the acting
out—also often unintentionally—of the minoritized group from a consistent message that
they are inferior to the dominant group.39 Both internalized dominance and internalized
oppression result from socialized messaging.
The final term to be defined is that of unconscious bias. Unconscious biases are
snap judgments that result from the shortcuts, or pre-existing knowledge structures in our
brains, that make us very efficient at quickly interpreting incoming information about
what or whom we see, below our level of conscious awareness. These judgments tell us
who or what is likeable, safe, valuable, right, or competent, and they impact how we see
people. They are socially influenced and affect our objective observations.40 Furthermore,
“correcting inherent bias necessitates conscious effort and is challenging for everyone.”41
Presuming that one can function without bias is a faulty assumption. The potential toward
operating outside of unconscious bias exists by first admitting that it is present and then
deliberately acknowledging its impact.
With this basic framing of terminology, we can now connect these terms to
children’s ministry and faith development. The discussion should begin with a callback to
the earlier statement by Weems that challenges us to consider and then acknowledge
what theological message is being communicated. If a White, Eurocentric lens shapes
most interpretations of God’s story—as many scholars assert—and children are learning
39. Sensoy and DiAngelo, Is Everyone, 71–72.
40. Amanda L. Golbeck et al., “A Conversation about Implicit Bias,” Statistical Journal of the
IAOS 32 (2016): 740–42.
41. Little and Tolbert, “The Problem,” 416.
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and making meaning (i.e., being socialized) from that perspective, then that lens shapes
who they are and how they see their place within the kingdom of God.
In considering the ramifications of this pattern, it is startling to realize that many
studies speak to the ability of children—as early as three years old—to begin
demonstrating preferences for racial in-groups. Said differently, children are socialized to
exhibit racial preferences at a very early age. This also means that “not only are children
able to categorize various racial groups, but they also consider themselves to be members
of a particular group and can be impacted by this group membership,” and racial in-group
and out-group identification is learned through “observation of the social statuses
associated with those particular racial groups.”42
Additionally, while there is some disagreement about the level of complexity of
children’s racial understandings, it is well documented and agreed upon that children do
observe racial distinction and internalize both implicit and explicit messages about race.43

42. Sarah E. Gaither et al., “Monoracial and Biracial Children: Effects of Racial Identity Saliency
on Social Learning and Social Preferences,” Child Development 85, no. 6 (November/December 2014):
2300; Antonya M. Gonzalez, Jennifer R. Steele, and Andrew S. Baron, “Reducing Children’s Implicit
Racial Bias Through Exposure to Positive Out-Group Exemplars,” Child Development 88, no. 1
(January/February 2017): 124; Matlock and DiAngelo, “We Put,” 70; Maria Benedicta Monteiro, Dalila
Xavier de França, and Ricardo Rodrigues, “The Development of Intergroup Bias in Childhood: How Social
Norms Can Shape Children’s Racial Behaviors,” International Journal of Psychology 44, no. 1 (2009): 31;
Melissa Faye Jackson et al., “Classroom Contextual Effects of Race on Children’s Peer Nominations,”
Child Development 77, no. 5 (2006): 1326.
43. Matlock and DiAngelo, “We Put,” 70–71. Developmental psychologists assert that
interventions associated with intergroup bias “may potentially ameliorate childhood intergroup biases or
curb their increase.” In a systematic review of the literature by Skinner and Meltzoff, the authors note that
studies show that both overt messages and media images, in addition to other childhood experiences, have a
high impact on intergroup biases in early childhood. They have the potential to “produce and increase bias
if they highlight negative intergroup relations or affirm negative attitudes or beliefs. . . . The extant
evidence indicates that exposure to others expressing nonverbal biases . . . can actually create intergroup
biases among young children. . . . This suggests that the implicit messages conveyed by adults’ nonverbal
signals may be a particularly potent influence on children’s intergroup biases.” Allison L. Skinner and
Andrew N. Meltzoff, “Childhood Experiences and Intergroup Biases Among Children,” Social Issues and
Policy Review 13, no. 1 (2019): 211–40.
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When a person sits in a children’s Bible class and teaches from a White, Eurocentric lens,
the children sitting in the classroom are both overtly and covertly internalizing all that is
being communicated. Therefore, as students see pictures of a Western European-looking
Jesus, they are visualizing the Bible through a White lens. In the same way, as children
hear the narrative about white and light as good and black and darkness as bad, they are
internalizing a harmful message that takes a tremendous amount of unlearning to change.
What is perhaps the most disconcerting point of this discussion is that people generally
are not aware that this is happening because they have been socialized in this way from a
very early age. Thus, it is unavoidable that, without purposeful intervention, this
perspective of faith will continue to be passed on to the next generation because
the social norms of a given culture, whether we conform to them or choose to
challenge them, are powerful and unavoidable. . . . This socialization drives us to
discriminate. Most of our discrimination is not conscious, but real nonetheless.
There are ways to help us minimize this discrimination, but they cannot help us if
we refuse to accept that we don’t in fact treat everyone equally.44
These are provocative words and can be difficult to digest. However, they continue to
touch on the root of the problem: identity formation that categorically impacts the way a
person sees themselves as valued by God.
Little and Tolbert reaffirm this point through their description of an encounter that
could have happened at any church. A White Sunday school teacher faithfully explained
how she led children to Christ using the “Wordless Book.” This resource is a book that
does not contain any writing. It is simply pages of different colors with each color
representing movement toward salvation. It is also sometimes presented in bracelet form.
As she took Little and Tolbert through this evangelism tool, they were especially aware

44. Sensoy and DiAngelo, Is Everyone, 41–42.
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of the harmful messages presented through the black and white pages that speak of sin as
black and of Jesus making a person white as snow. As already noted, even though
nowhere in the Bible is black referred to as bad or aligned with sin, it is still an oft-used
analogy. As a result, “when White children are taught that black is bad and equate this
color with sin, how can they avoid relating negatively to individuals who self-identify as
Black?”45 What does this do to children of color to see within their own faith community
open and observable messages that proclaim the idea of less-than based on color? How
does this shape the way someone is able to see herself as a child of God? As Sensoy and
DiAngelo state, “The effect of [the societal message that White is superior to Black] on
White children is internalized racial superiority; the effect on children of color is
internalized racial inferiority. Internalized racial inferiority has devastating impacts on all
aspects of a person’s life.”46 The point this example ultimately highlights is that, without
even realizing it, children’s ministries are directly affecting the way children are able to
see themselves as valued, accepted, and loved by God or others, as a result of a complex
system that begins early.
As one grows in awareness of the effect that the White, Eurocentric interpretation
has on children and communities, then one can explore the potential for counteracting the
dominant-culture interpretation that is inherent within Christianity. In his article, Cain
Hope Felder avers:
It is for this reason that we question the adequacy of existing assumptions,
approaches, and content areas from the perspective of whose interest is being
explicitly served and whose interest is being implicitly subverted . . . not only “to

45. Little and Tolbert, “The Problem,” 415.
46. Sensoy and DiAngelo, Is Everyone, 137.
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bring more noses into the tent,” but to invite much more racially and ethnically
diverse groups of people into the shaping of the tent itself.47
Is it possible to widen the lens of Christianity to “bring more noses into the tent,” or will
the status quo remain in place despite what it is doing to the lives of the marginalized?
The truth is that children receive this messaging throughout their daily lives, not only
within their faith communities. However, despite the widespread reach of dominantculture messaging, this widening is a critical change that children’s ministries cannot shy
away from because to do otherwise is in direct opposition to the multicultural and
inclusive community of faith that God lays out through Scripture. As Felder boldly and
correctly asserts, “The Bible is the best handbook for multiculturalism, racial tolerance,
and racial/ethnic pluralism.”48
The Divide Between Diversity and Inclusion
The divide between diversity and inclusion shapes the way nondominant cultures
function within a children’s ministry. When a children’s ministry operates out of a
monocultural mindset, the dominant culture observes ways that the nondominant cultures
are like them and then assumes that everyone is at peace. In actuality, those from the
nondominant cultures are not, because they must choose assimilation to be accepted
within the community. Thus, while there is the appearance of harmony and perhaps even
peaceful community, in truth, that harmony is superficial in nature. In an interview with
Major Boglin, former minister at NACOC and the first full-time minister of color at the
church, he spoke to the irony of that sort of coexistence.

47. Felder, “Beyond Eurocentric,” 8.
48. Felder, “Beyond Eurocentric,” 15.
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One group of people [the nondominant group] has to die to themselves and the
other group of people [the dominant group] live for themselves. It’s an interesting
kind of phenomenon. . . . So, if the nondominant culture, historically marginalized
people, die to themselves, they die to their own identities, and then the dominant
culture can live to themselves. . . . In this not only do you get assimilation and
loss of identity in the historically marginalized group, but you get increased
identity in the dominant culture.49
When this sort of assimilation occurs in a diverse faith community, the community
believes that everything is working and in order. It believes it is operating inclusively, but
that belief exists because the nondominant groups within the organization are simply
“going along to get along.”50 When this understanding is applied to a children’s ministry
setting, the result is a ministry context where the dominant culture is the prevailing voice,
leading the way—setting the standards, and dictating the policies, practices, and
procedures—while the nondominant cultures have to lose part of their identity to be a
superficially accepted part of the system.51 As a result, without meaning to, the children’s
ministry functions ethnocentrically.
When a church fails to recognize and welcome the differences that are unique to
each people group, there is a disconnect between a person’s spiritual identity and their
community of faith and a reinforcement of internalized oppression and internalized
power and significance because this dominant-culture expression of Scripture
“accentuates and reaffirms the centrality of Whiteness,” asserts Boglin.52 Furthermore,

49. Major Boglin (minister and executive director) in discussion with the author, September 2020.
50. Hammer, The Intercultural, 57.
51. Shore et al., “Inclusion,” 1266. Pseudoinclusion occurs when the valuing of both uniqueness
and belongingness are not present in significant ways. When there is high belongingness and low value in
uniqueness, then assimilation occurs. When there is high value in uniqueness and low belongingness, then
differentiation occurs. Neither are true inclusion. Inclusion exists when there is both high belongingness
and high value in uniqueness.
52. Major Boglin (minister and executive director) in discussion with the author, September 2020.
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because Whiteness is an unseen category against which difference is constructed in all
aspects of life, it is then able, for those who are White, to function invisibly in the roles it
plays in social and cultural relations.53
And this makes it more difficult and challenging for dominant-culture White folks
to walk humbly before their God, if you will. I think it makes that more difficult,
and it increases internalized superiority, and on the other side it increases
internalized oppression. It reinforces for children of color and their families that
they are not valued. That their identity is not in God. That they don’t necessarily
possess imago Dei. That imago Dei is for other folks. It’s not for us, and so it
makes it challenging to appreciate one’s true value in Christ Jesus and God if
you’re a person of color.54
This internalized racial inferiority is significant when it comes to seeing oneself as a
valued member of the kingdom of God because the discordance can be unbelievably
impactful. Imagine being a people group who is told that they are made in the image of
God only to have their faith community communicate both visually and verbally a
contrary message. This has lasting implications, as Gonzalez, Kohli, and Solórzano
assert, on how we come into relationship with both God and with each other. While a
picture or a choice of words may seem insignificant when viewed as a single element,
research shows that the impact “does not end once the experience is over. . . . It has a
profound effect on the way an individual sees themselves, their culture, and the world
around them,” and that impact is cumulative.55 Furthermore, this monocultural expression
seems insurmountable because its presence is so heavily engrained in how people
respond that they cannot even imagine how culture and socialization have influenced and

53. Lipsitz, “The Possessive,” 369.
54. Major Boglin (minister and executive director) in discussion with the author, September 2020.
55. Kohli and Solórzano, “Teachers,” 448; Gonzalez, “Difference,” 131.
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shaped their perspective of the word of God. To overcome this, one must be able to
approach God from an ethnorelative perspective rather than an ethnocentric one. In other
words, as Milton Bennett avers, ethnorelativism involves a person growing in the ability
to understand and navigate cultural differences from a purely monocultural mindset
through “stages of greater recognition and acceptance of difference.”56
When one approaches Scripture from an ethnocentric perspective, one does so by
operating under the false assumption that the way they experience God—through a
White, Eurocentric Christian lens—is the way that all people experience God.
Furthermore, this person assumes that their experiences in life and in church as a White
person are the same as those of a person of color, that they are commutable, rather than as
dissimilar as one might imagine. Thus, ministers must be able to approach their
ministerial context from an ethnorelative lens: one that values the differences that each
person brings to the table, one that considers how lived experiences impact the life and
faith of nondominant people groups, and one that pauses at the image of a brown-haired,
blue-eyed Jesus. “It’s about making sure we are accurately portraying Jesus and other
individuals of the Bible so that we’re speaking the full truth, and not the truth of a White
person’s perspective in America.”57 It is about expressing the full truth as designed by a
multicultural and inclusive God.
Therefore, when one examines what it means to be a multicultural and inclusive
community of faith, it is pivotal to understand that developing this mindset does not

56. Milton J. Bennett, “Towards Ethnorelativism: A Developmental Model of Intercultural
Sensitivity,” in Education for the Intercultural Experience, 2nd ed., ed. R. Michael Paige (Yarmouth, ME:
Intercultural Press, 1993), 22.
57. Focus group 1, participant 2.
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begin in adulthood. This process is part of the whole of one’s faith development. If a
child is learning throughout life to make decisions regarding in-groups and out-groups
based on the color of a person’s skin and the church reinforces that concept through
distorted visual and verbal communications of the message of God, then the cycle
continues, and the church maintains a broken system. Parents are telling their children of
color, “God made you just the way you are. You’re perfect. Your skin is beautiful. Your
hair is beautiful. Your body is beautiful. This is who you are as a person, and God
specifically wanted you here.” When the unconscious, unintended communication of the
faith community is different, then the long-term implications are concerning.58 This
reality led many of our focus group parents to a question: if our children are truly unable
to see themselves within the unfolding narrative of God or within the works of Jesus, will
they be able to develop a spiritual identity, specifically one that is Christian? To answer
this very important question requires that the children’s ministry be able to theologically
articulate the ministry’s foundation, honestly evaluate its ministry, and commit to making
the changes that will allow them to reflect that identity with clarity.
Statement of the Problem
The collective words of focus group 1 emanate out of a painful reality that while
the gospel message is meant for all people, the way it is presented within this context
feels contrary to that. One person emotionally conveyed the following:
I’m telling [my daughter] that you’re made in God’s image, and you’re beautiful,
and God made you exactly who he wanted you to be, but all of the depictions of
God and Jesus that she’s seeing are White. . . . So, Jennifer, I apologize, but we
didn’t use the advent cards for that reason. . . . Same with the children’s Bibles
that we received. We don’t use them. . . . Anytime we share Bible stories or any
reading from the Bible, we’re doing just that, we’re reading from the Bible, and
58. Focus group 1, participant 8.
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we don’t use those picture Bibles, . . . because I don’t see that they’re accurate,
and I don’t want to raise my children thinking that the figures that are really the
foundation of their faith don’t look like them and aren’t relatable. And I don’t
want them to elevate images that they should be aspiring to but that really reemphasize that Eurocentrism that I’m really trying to keep my children from.
They get that from everything. I don’t want them to get that in their spirituality as
well.59
The fear this parent expressed for her child’s spiritual formation is not limited to this
particular children’s ministry. It is prevalent throughout diverse churches everywhere.
Despite the desire to intentionally embrace and embody diversity, there is still a
disassociation between actual and perceived practices that lead to children’s ministries
unconsciously operating from an ethnocentric, dominant-culture perspective. Therefore,
the problem within a diverse congregation that maintains a dominant-culture lens is the
lack of a multicultural frame writ large that results in a barrier to the spiritual formation
of children. Thus, to be a community of faith that helps and not hinders requires that this
problem be addressed.
Statement of the Purpose
The purpose of this project thesis was to create a curriculum to equip volunteers
to teach a multicultural perspective of Christianity that fosters spiritual formation in
children. A team of people who have done significant work in the field of ministry,
education, sociology, anthropology, or racial reconciliation guided the curriculum
development. The team identified the key elements that are essential to creating a
curriculum that addresses both the theological and sociological concerns inherent within
the stated problem. Some of the concerns that were addressed were (1) the impact that an
inability to see oneself as imago Dei has on a child’s spiritual formation; (2) the

59. Focus group 1, participant 11.
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internalization that occurs when the Word of God in all its forms is communicated
through a dominant-culture lens; and (3) the overwhelming prevalence of “best practices”
in children’s ministry that elevate a White, Eurocentric culture while simultaneously
marginalizing people of color. Following the development of the curriculum, the team
reconvened to evaluate the end product and its potential to effectively create a new
framework through which children of color are able to see themselves within God’s
unfolding story.
Basic Assumptions
This project intervention builds on two major assumptions. The first is that most
diverse churches naturally operate from a White, Eurocentric perspective despite the
presence of diversity, and thus, the dominant-culture practices utilized throughout the
church’s children’s ministry are viewed as normative. In other words, accepted ministry
resources, phraseology, and theological interpretations are not intentionally chosen to be
exclusive and may not even be recognized as such. Many are simply relied upon as best
practices and have been for many years. The second assumption is that these same
churches desire to richly express the Story of God in a way that does not ignore the
diversity of people groups within the ministry. As a result, they would naturally seek out
a more multicultural and inclusive perspective of Christianity.
Definitions, Delimitations, and Limitations
While diversity is a relatively common term, there are varying views as to
precisely what it means. As a result, this project intervention relies on a definition for
diversity that originated with Mary Frances Winters, a scholar in diversity, equity,
inclusion, and justice. She defines diversity as the “mix of differences in any particular
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setting to include (but not necessarily limited to) race, religion, ethnicity, gender, sexual
orientation, nationality, age or generation, job function, and so on. Diversity is not limited
to visible, physical differences.”60 Additionally, the existence of diversity does not
automatically indicate the presence of inclusion. As Winters also notes, “inclusion is the
act of understanding how those differences intersect and interact . . . ensuring that the
differences are valued, respected, and understood.”61 Inclusion requires that the elements
of belongingness and uniqueness both be present in significant ways so that people are
able to bring to the table their “unique experiences, preferences, and strengths without
sacrificing or minimizing core aspects of their identity, background, or perspective,” as
Lynn M. Shore et al. assert in their study on inclusion and diversity.62 Inclusion speaks to
more than numerical representation. Inclusion places a high value on both belongingness
and uniqueness, whereas pseudoinclusion is the result of placing a low value on either
uniqueness or belongingness. Pseudoinclusion manifests itself in one of two ways. The
first is assimilation, which describes settings where belongingness is high and uniqueness
is low. The second is differentiation, and it occurs when belongingness is low and
uniqueness is high.63 Another term that must be defined is multicultural. A multicultural
church is “an inclusive, diverse, and equitable organization,” according to Evangelina
Holvino, “where perspectives, culture, and styles of diverse peoples are valued and

60. Winters, Inclusive Conversations, 57.
61. Winters, Inclusive Conversations, 58.
62. Shore et al., “Inclusion,” 1268; Hammer, The Intercultural, 26.
63. Shore et al., “Inclusion,” 1266.
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contribute to” the faith community.64 Winters builds on this idea of value by specifying
that a multicultural body seeks “to understand the complexities of culture . . . recognizing
the patterns in [its] own and other cultures to achieve mutually respectful outcomes.”65
Lastly, understanding the term relationship within this context is crucial. In the way that
it will be used throughout this project intervention, relationship refers to the way in
which two or more people are connected.66 More specifically, John F. Kilner, in his book
Dignity and Destiny, describes it as a “connection with God”67 that is a direct result of
being made in the image of God and “that cannot be damaged and serves as the basis for
human dignity,” a definition that will be discussed throughout this project.68 It should not
be viewed as a salvific status but a created reality. Each of these are important definitions
within the framework of this project intervention.
This project is delimited to adults who teach children in diverse churches where
the children’s ministry program still reflects a White, Eurocentric approach to
Christianity. Additionally, due to the potentially polarizing nature of this conversation,
special care has been given to delimit this thesis to the technical and academic aspect of
this conversation as it relates to Scripture and the potential impact of Scripture and not to

64. Evangelina Holvino, “Developing Multicultural Organizations: A Change Model,” accessed
June 21, 2021, https://naaee.org/sites/default/files/mcodmodel.pdf, 2.
65. Winters, Inclusive Conversations, 35.
66. Merriam-Webster, s.v. “relationship (n),” accessed May 8, 2022, https://www.merriamwebster.com.
67. John F. Kilner, Dignity and Destiny: Humanity in the Image of God (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2015), 116.
68. Kilner, Dignity and Destiny, 214.
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enter into a discussion of additional resources such as critical race theory, the 1619
Project, or other publications that are often highly politicized.
The most obvious limitation is that a curriculum is not, in and of itself, able to
spiritually form a person, nor is it able to change a person’s cultural perspective. The
varied perspectives concerning racial awareness will mean that acceptance of the
curriculum will be limited to those who believe that there is a need to shift the approach
to communicating Christianity to a clearly defined, multicultural approach. As a result,
some people will have self-selected themselves out of the resulting project intervention
curriculum based on their beliefs surrounding systemic racism.
Summary
This chapter examined the history and current context of the North Atlanta
Church of Christ, a diverse community of faith. Included in that account was additional
structural information about NACOC’s children’s ministry. While I no longer serve at
that church, the children’s ministry served as the impetus for this project intervention. In
addition to the contextual description, this chapter included a basic discussion of the
sociological ramifications of a White, Eurocentric approach to Christianity within a
diverse church, especially when that church believes itself to be operating from a place of
inclusion. The following chapter will describe the theological and theoretical constructs
that shaped the rationale for this overall project and guided the development of the
equipping strategy to be used with volunteers who serve in children’s ministry.
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CHAPTER II
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS
Dear Child of God,
Do you know that God loves you?
The Bible says that each and every one of us—every girl and every boy—is a
very special person. God says, “Before you were born, I knew you.” God made
you just as you are, so you could be your own unique and precious gift to the
world.
God made every one of us different—but [God] loves all of us equally, for we are
all God’s children. And no matter what happens, God will never stop loving you.
God also wants us to fill our lives with love. Jesus says we should love God, love
other people, and love ourselves. How do we do this?
By doing three important things:
Do what is RIGHT,
Be KIND TO ONE ANOTHER,
And be FRIENDS with GOD.1
The opening lines of Desmond Tutu’s Children of God Storybook Bible are filled with
beautiful, inclusive language that speaks to the significance of the relationship that God
desires to have with all people. At the same time, it embodies the spirit of being made in
the image of God and being loved by God so completely that God’s relationship with
humankind becomes unbreakable. Even amidst a fallen world, God remains present and
committed to humanity, and it is the faithful God—the message that should be at the

1. Desmond Tutu, Children of God Storybook Bible (Grand Rapids: Zonderkidz, 2010), 5.
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heart of a multicultural community of faith—that forms the basis for the theological and
theoretical framework of this project intervention.
Chapter 1 explored the contextual and sociological description of NACOC and
more specifically NACM. It also introduced short-term and long-term implications for
children who take part in a dominant-culture church. Chapter 2 will discuss the
theological and theoretical frameworks that establish the significance of this project. By
outlining a general framework of imago Dei, including characteristics that speak to the
relational nature of God, a clearer picture of what it means to be made in the image of
God will emerge. Then, Scripture will highlight the steadfastness of God’s relationship
with humanity—imago Dei as the pre-eminent expression of that relationship. As chapter
2 transitions from the theological construct to the theoretical, it will be necessary to
explore the significance of imago Dei through an intentionally multicultural lens. This
examination will emphasize not only the present implications of an ethnocentric
perspective but also the past actions that have influenced the current trajectory and will
continue to do so unless otherwise addressed.
Imago Dei and Spiritual Formation
This project intervention seeks to foster spiritual formation in children and is
doing so through a theological and theoretical framework centered around imago Dei.
Imago Dei appears very early in the biblical canon as part of the creation story. “So God
created humankind in [God’s] image, in the image of God [God] created them; male and
female [God] created them” (Gen 1:27 NRSV). Imago Dei is the essence of who each
person is. It is seen as the most distinctive characteristic of humans. God’s creation of
humankind in God’s image is an act of embracing difference that carries a message of
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unconditional love and hope. However, in the same way that imago Dei informs our
sense of who each person is to God, the gap between the reality of the imago Dei and our
practical, enacted response to that theological truth can diminish the worth and value of
others when humanity fails to act upon it and thus realize it fully. It becomes an exclusive
message even though it is intended to be entirely inclusive. Therefore, when examining
imago Dei and how it is represented throughout the biblical narrative, we must critically
consider whether we are completely expressing the message that God designed. Does our
embodiment of imago Dei portray the fullness of God in others? Are we wholly,
truthfully, accurately, and unbiasedly communicating imago Dei? These questions cannot
be overlooked because doing so leads to an incomplete gospel message that hinders the
spiritual formation of children.2
Carriers of the gospel must seek to be aware of their socialized tendencies toward
an ethnocentric perspective and seek to diminish its impact on God’s message.3
Otherwise, recipients of this dominant-culture message encounter obstacles to knowing
God because spiritual formation is established through an inclusive understanding of
being made in the image of God.4 “Theologically, the spiritual formation of children is a

2. Karen F. Williams, “Coloring Outside the Lines: A Conversation about Racial Diversity and the
Spiritual Lives of Children,” in Bridging Theory and Practice in Children’s Spirituality: New Directions
for Education, Ministry, and Discipleship, eds. Mimi L. Larson and Robert J. Keeley (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan Reflective, 2020), 55–57; see also Willie J. Jennings, The Christian Imagination: Theology and
the Origins of Race (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2010), and Love L. Sechrest, Johnny
Ramírez-Johnson, and Amos Yong, eds., Can “White” People Be Saved: Triangulating Race, Theology,
and Mission (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2018).
3. As previously stated in chapter 1, biblical exegesis in much of this world naturally defaults to a
White, Eurocentric lens, and the resulting readings shape how a person experiences God. Horrell, “Paul,”
134; Gonzalez, “Difference,” 143; Akintunde, “White Racism,” 8; Lipsitz, “The Possessive,” 371; Kohli
and Solórzano, “Teachers,” 443; Felder, “Beyond Eurocentric,” 14.
4. Allen speaks to the importance of the child-God relationship where it is not enough to simply
know about God but to truly know God. This child-God relationship is developed through the Christian
metanarrative. A metanarrative, as Allen describes, is a “grand narrative that explains a people group’s
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creation reality,” asserts Steven Bonner. “Endowed with imago Dei (the image of God),
children are from birth spiritual beings in relationship with God.”5 Therefore, in order to
support spiritual formation in the fullest sense, one must understand not only what it
means to be created in the image of God but also how to engage in that understanding
completely and wholly. Thus, the theological basis for this project intervention is located
within the imago Dei as seen through the overarching biblical narrative.
The Framework of Imago Dei
To gain insight into the various elements of imago Dei, one must begin with a
general understanding of what this first creation account is seemingly trying to
communicate. It is not simply the story of the creation of the world, but the connection of
humanity to God in that creation.
Then God said, “Let us make humans in our image, according to our likeness, and
let them have dominion over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the air and
over the cattle and over all the wild animals of the earth and over every creeping
thing that creeps upon the earth.”
So God created humankind in [God’s] image,
in the image of God [God] created them;
male and female [God] created them. (Gen 1:26–27)
Through nuanced and intentional language, Gen 1 connects God and humankind.
According to Mark S. Smith, “Genesis 1 provides a vision of the human person that leads

history, experience, knowledge, purpose, and reason for being. The Christian metanarrative is God’s story;
it is the story that explains who God is, who we are (spiritual human beings made in the image of God, but
fallen), where we came from (from God’s mind and imagination), why we are here, and how we are to live
as believers (to honor our Creator and to love others as God loves).” Holly Catterton Allen, Forming
Resilient Children: The Role of Spiritual Formation for Healthy Development (Downers Grove, IL: IVP
Academic, 2021), 93–94. May et al. add to the understanding of spirituality and its impact on children
through their text. They state, “Spirituality is multi-textured. It influences how we think, what we value,
how we act, and especially where we place our trust.” Scottie May et al., Children Matter: Celebrating
Their Place in the Church, Family, and Community (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 84.
5. Steven Bonner, “Understanding Childhood Spirituality,” in Along the Way: Conversations
about Children & Faith, eds. Ron Bruner and Dana Kennamer Pemberton (Abilene, TX: ACU Press,
2015), 32.
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back to the Creator. The creation of the human person is a sign on earth of the reality of
God the Creator.”6 Furthermore, Gen 1:26–27 is universal in scope. It communicates that
every human being has and will bear the image of God. Conversely, Matthew Richard
Schlimm notes that cultures of the Near East ascribed to a belief system that elevated
kings and pharaohs above all other people “claiming that only those with power
displayed the image of God.”7 The Genesis account challenges that common belief and
asserts that all humanity embodies imago Dei.
As may already be evident, arriving at an exact and conclusive explanation of
imago Dei is difficult because of differing interpretations. The Genesis passage receives
much exegetical attention without widespread agreement. Despite the lack of
convergence, though, the passage remains a foundational element of Scripture and, by
extension, this project intervention, because, as articulated by Ryan S. Peterson, being
made in the image of God is a direct action of God, and it says something about who God
is inasmuch as God can be described. Peterson further describes imago Dei, in a modified
Barthian interpretation as being distanced “from any particular human power, possession,
or activity. Rather, the image consists always and only in the intention and action of God,
in God’s will that humanity exists in [God’s] image.”8 Thus, this purposeful action by
God of connecting God with humanity is the essence of imago Dei.

6. Mark S. Smith, The Priestly Vision of Genesis 1 (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2010), 101.
7. Matthew Richard Schlimm, This Strange and Sacred Scripture: Wrestling with the Old
Testament and Its Oddities (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2015), 35; See also J. Richard Middleton, The
Liberating Image: The Imago Dei in Genesis 1 (Grand Rapids: Brazos Press, 2005).
8. Where Barth’s position diverges from the hermeneutical framework found in this project thesis
is that despite acknowledging the whole of humanity as being made in God’s image, Barth still views the
notion of male and female as indicative of the meaning rather than inclusive. Peterson challenges Barth’s
perspective of the phrase “male and female” and states, “Rather than seeing the differentiation between
male and female as the material content of the text’s claim that humans are made in the image of God, it is
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Most scholars affirm one of three primary ways in which imago Dei in humans
has most often been understood. The first category describes the image of God as some
aspect of humankind that bears resemblance to God. The second reflects humanity’s rule
over creation on God’s behalf, and the third speaks to humanity’s relationship with God
and others. John Collins refers to these three categories as resemblance, representational,
and relational. J. Wentzel van Huyssteen and Millard Erickson define them as
substantive, functional, and relational, while Marc Cortez uses the terminology of
structural, functional, and relational. Regardless of the differences in language, each
scholar’s typology recognizes the same manner of differences between descriptions.
While there are strengths in each of the categorizations, none of the three fully embody
imago Dei in the way this work proposes.9 Therefore, this chapter will explore the theme
of imago Dei through a modified interpretation of the relational category.
To begin with, imago Dei expresses a fundamentally relational aspect of who God
is. As visible throughout Scripture, God created humankind in such a way that its very
presence is “intended to be [its] relationship to God.”10 The following four texts directly

possible that this differentiation makes it clear that all humans, male and female, are made in God’s image.
In other words, it may be that ‘male and female [God] created them’ is a democratizing clarification rather
than an indication of the meaning of the image.” Ryan S. Peterson, The Imago Dei as Human Identity: A
Theological Interpretation (Journal of Theological Interpretation Supplements) (University Park, PA:
Eisenbrauns, 2016), 46–48.
9. C. John Collins, Science and Faith: Friends or Foes? (Wheaton: Crossway, 2003), 124–25; J.
Wentzel van Huyssteen, Alone in the World? Human Uniqueness in Science and Theology (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2006), 126–45; Millard Erickson, Christian Theology, 3rd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2013),
457–74; Marc Cortez, Theological Anthropology: A Guide for the Perplexed (London: T&T Clark, 2010),
18–29. While significantly more can be said regarding the three primary ways in which imago Dei is
generally understood, a fuller discussion regarding the similarities and differences among each of the three
remains outside the scope of this work.
10. Claus Westermann, Genesis 1–11: A Commentary, trans. John J. Scullion (London: SPCK,
1984), 158.
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acknowledge humans as image-bearers of God: (1) Gen 1:26–27, (2) Gen 5:1–2, (3) Gen
9:6, and (4) Jas 3:9. Furthermore, they reflect two critical points. First, whatever the
image of God is, humans bear a profound connection to God.11 This is visible through the
four referenced passages that speak to the collective whole of humanity being created in
the image of God. While the latter two passages apply to particular individuals, the
creation narrative, in general, underscores the whole of humanity as imaging God.12
Second, being made in the image of God “takes as its ground and focus,” according to
Joel Green, “the graciousness of God’s own covenantal relations with humanity and the
rest of creation.”13 Thus, in imago Dei, God intentionally places God’s self in relationship
with humankind; this relationship is offered as a gift to all of humanity regardless of
whether it is deserved. Peterson bolsters the importance of this connection to God by
summarizing Barth’s position. Barth asserts that all Scripture is essential for
understanding what imago Dei means, despite the fact that the term is rarely mentioned in
Scripture.14 Moreover, he traces imago Dei through God’s covenantal relationship with
Israel and in “the fulfillment of the imago Dei in Jesus Christ.”15 Thus, as Barth affirms,
when considering God’s relationship with humankind as a fundamental element

11. Kilner, Dignity and Destiny, 116.
12. Cortez, Theological Anthropology, 20; Kilner, Dignity and Destiny, 86 and 218.
13. Joel B. Green, Body, Soul, and Human Life: The Nature of Humanity in the Bible (Grand
Rapids: Baker Academic, 2008), 63.
14. Peterson, The Imago Dei, 47.
15. Peterson, The Imago Dei, 47.
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communicated by imago Dei, it is myopic to examine it solely through overt mentions.16
Doing so diminishes a crucial expression of who God is.
J. Scott Duvall and J. Daniel Hays report that the expression of imago Dei as
relationship is gaining greater acceptance amongst academics in both Old Testament
studies and other disciplines. Scholars are increasingly likely to acknowledge a person’s
relationship with God as a “critical part of the imago Dei.”17 Likewise, Brevard Childs
asserts that “in spite of [imago Dei’s] unclarity, . . . it denotes a special relationship
between God and [humankind].”18 As acceptance of this perspective grows throughout
scholarship, the centrality of relationship to imago Dei further influences the practice of
ministry, from how one understands the basis of spiritual formation to how it is cultivated
within a faith community. In other words, as both theology and theory further influence
practice, a more robust picture of faith formation emerges.
God in the Lives of Scripture
While few Scriptures directly reference the framework of imago Dei, the biblical
narrative clearly expresses the God-relationship as first demonstrated in the creation
account. Furthermore, it communicates the characteristics of a God who is intentionally
relational and whose desire to be in relationship with humanity cannot be broken despite

16. Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics: III.1 The Doctrine of Creation, ed. G. W. Bromiley and T. F.
Torrance (London: T&T Clark, 2009), 201–3. This statement raises the question of the criteria for
determining whether a passage is germane to a discussion of imago Dei. From a broader perspective, I
would propose that it is any passage that speaks to the love of the Triune God. However, for the purposes
of this work, I will narrow my scope to passages where the people of God have chosen to disregard God,
yet God still responds in love.
17. J. Scott Duvall and J. Daniel Hays, God’s Relational Presence: The Cohesive Center of
Biblical Theology (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2019), 17.
18. Brevard Childs, Old Testament Theology in a Canonical Context (Minneapolis: Fortress,
1985), 34.
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the entrance of sin into the world. Additionally, this seeking out by God is unconditional
and is a result of God’s grace. Despite how humanity might respond, God will continue
to pursue humanity because humankind is made in the image of God. People, as imago
Dei, are valued by God, and as Craig Bartholomew and Michael Goheen so eloquently
state, “If our lives are to be shaped by the story of Scripture, we need to understand two
things well: the biblical story is a compelling unity on which we may depend, and each of
us has a place within that story.”19
God’s relational connection to humanity is the theological foundation of this
project intervention because children’s ministry literature generally emphasizes the
centrality of imago Dei in these terms. In other words, being made in the image of God
means that all people are firmly in relationship with God, and despite how people
respond to God, that relationship cannot be broken because of God’s unconditional love
for humanity. This consistent pattern of what it means to be in relationship with God is
evident throughout Scripture. It is visible in places where God acts in the lives of God’s
people through moments of deliverance, prophecy, and sacrificial love, to name a few. It
also speaks wholly of the way God seeks out and acts within the lives of God’s creation
regardless of response. Consequently, it is essential to note that even when it appears as if
God is silent, God remains present and active in the relationship with God’s people.
Moses
One of the most pronounced demonstrations of a relational God comes through
the narrative of Moses. Throughout the exodus story and beyond, God is present in the

19. Craig G. Bartholomew and Michael W. Goheen, The Drama of Scripture: Finding Our Place
in the Biblical Story (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2014), 14.
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lives of the Israelites and acts on their behalf despite their response to God. “God’s rescue
of the Israelites comes about because of [God’s] gracious love for them,” note
Bartholomew and Goheen, “not because they deserve to be rescued or have earned it in
any way by their obedience to God.”20
It was not because you were more numerous than any other people that the LORD
set [the LORD’S] heart on you and chose you—for you were the fewest of all
peoples. It was because the LORD loved you and kept the oath that [the LORD]
swore to your ancestors, that the LORD has brought you out with a mighty hand,
and redeemed you from the house of slavery, from the hand of Pharaoh king of
Egypt. (Deut 7:7–8)
The perpetual failings of the Israelites spoke of an unwillingness to remain faithful to
God despite the fact that God was committed to them. God openly and continually sought
relationship with the Israelites even though they repeatedly turned their back on God.
Samuel
Throughout the Hebrew Bible, there are many similar stories of Yahweh standing
with and declaring a relational faithfulness to humanity only to have humankind dismiss
the ways of the LORD. Yet, God continues to pursue humanity because the Creator
undoubtedly knows that there is a greater story on the horizon. This story recurs
throughout the text, and one such place is through the actions of the prophet Samuel,
which foreshadow what is to come. As has long been their pattern, the Israelites are
discontent with their world. They are asking for a king, and God gives them a kingly king
in Saul. However, when that ceases to work well, God provides for the Israelites a king
after God’s own heart. Thus, Samuel anoints David as the king of Israel (1 Sam 2:10;
10:1; 16:13). David, the “anointed one,” becomes the Lord’s messiah, and Bartholomew

20. Bartholomew and Goheen, The Drama, 66.
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and Goheen assert that “from this imagery the future hope of a messiah will be
constructed.”21 William Dumbrell expands this concept by stating, “Old Testament
eschatology invariably projects content drawn from past history of salvation as the shape
of future expectation.”22 Through the anointing of David, both the son of God as well as
an unexpected choice, the Old Testament kings are at once connected to the idea of the
coming Messiah (2 Sam 7:14–16; Ps 2:7). Furthermore, despite David’s fallibility, God
bestows upon David a covenant relationship (Ps 89). In doing so, David serves as a savior
for his nation, thus echoing just one of the parallels between King David and Jesus as
king (Acts 13:33).
Jeremiah
In continuing through the narrative of Scripture, the writings of the prophets
introduce the new story of the Israelites while bringing closure to the old. Thus, the
prophets of God speak to the hopefulness that will one day come despite the hopelessness
that seems to exist in exile.23 God has not forgotten the promises made to Abraham,
Moses, and David. God remains in relationship with humanity, and Jeremiah knows this.
“The days are surely coming, says the LORD, when I will make a new covenant with the
house of Israel and the house of Judah. . . . I will put my law within them, and I will write
it on their hearts; and I will be their God, and they shall be my people. . . . For they shall
all know me” (Jer 31:31, 33–34). As has been the pattern throughout the biblical text,
there is much ebb and flow in Israel’s responsiveness to God. However, as has also been
21. Bartholomew and Goheen, The Drama, 93.
22. William Dumbrell, The End of the Beginning: Revelation 21–22 and the Old Testament
(Homebush West, Australia: Lancer Books, 1985), 10.
23. Bartholomew and Goheen, The Drama, 108.
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the pattern, God has not left them. “Without hearing God’s voice through the prophets,
the Israelites may not have maintained their sense of God’s claim on them as [God’s]
own people. . . . God is truly the Lord of the nations, the Lord of all creation.”24
Jesus
As the First Testament closes, one begins to see more clearly that, from the
beginning, God is and intends to be a God of relationship and divine action and serves
that purpose throughout the larger narrative. This is decidedly felt with one of the
preeminent moments of the text—the coming of the Savior, the true Messiah, “the Alpha
and the Omega . . . who is and who was and who is to come, the Almighty” (Rev 1:8).
God in heaven sends God Incarnate to “proclaim the good news of the kingdom of God”
(Luke 4:43). The Gospels make evident that this will be done in a very countercultural
way through the Incarnate God who seeks to “liberate, heal, and renew the whole
world.”25 This all-encompassing and intentional relatedness is seen in Scripture, where
Jesus heals, welcomes, and communes with the most marginalized of people. Thus, the
inclusive and relational nature demonstrated by God in the creation account is visible
here in the new creation. As Peterson likewise echoes,
Humanity exists as God’s covenantal counterpart by being elected in Jesus Christ.
Wolf Krötke explains, “The eternal election of all human beings in the man Jesus
gives their human existence an indelible determination which through God always
precedes the enactment of their own lives.” Therefore, the imago Dei is not a
human attribute, quality, attitude, or function. It is never a possession of
humanity, and therefore humanity has no independent purchase on the image.
Humanity is the image of God simply because God wills it to be so.26

24. Bartholomew and Goheen, The Drama, 112.
25. Bartholomew and Goheen, The Drama, 143.
26. Peterson, The Imago Dei, 45.
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The “willing” of imago Dei by God is evident in the life of Jesus, and as Jesus fulfills the
will of his divine parent, what appears to be abject humility is the manifestation of the
glory of God—in all God’s fullness. Furthermore, “God’s self-giving love, mercy,
faithfulness, grace, justice, and righteousness are revealed in the event by which God
accomplishes the salvation of [God’s] creation.”27
Christological Reflection of Imago Dei
In building on the ministry of Jesus and witnessing to the early church, the
Apostle Paul is especially prolific. Herman Ridderbos speaks to this in his text on Paul.
“The whole content of Paul’s preaching can be summarized as the proclamation and
explication of the eschatological day of salvation inaugurated with Christ’s advent, death,
and resurrection.”28 The words of Paul to the church at Corinth reveal that God “decreed
before the ages” (1 Cor 2:7) all that happened, and that includes the fullness of being
bound closely to Christ since Christ is the image of God (2 Cor 4:4; Col 1:15). Thus, the
New Testament discusses imago Dei primarily in Christological terms and from a salvific
perspective that removes any gender, social, or cultural inequity (Gal 3:25–29).29 The
understanding of imago Dei is undoubtedly inclusive in nature, as evidenced by the
expansive language, and Paul further illustrates the inclusive nature of the imago Dei
through building on the ministry and life of Jesus, making it a prevalent theme of his
ministry.

27. Bartholomew and Goheen, The Drama, 177.
28. Herman Ridderbos, Paul: An Outline of His Theology, trans. J. R. de Witt (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1975), 44.
29. Wojciech Szczerba, “The Concept of Imago Dei as a Symbol of Religious Inclusion and
Human Dignity,” Forum Philosophicum 25, no. 1 (2020): 21.
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Furthermore, as referenced through the Deutero-Pauline letter of Colossians,
despite the Fall, God’s image is not changed. Christ is the “invisible image of God”
through which all things were created, and “in him all the fullness of God was pleased to
dwell.” Christ is the faithful and perfect image of God sent to bring about
“reconciliation” for a sinful humanity (Col 1:15–23). Therefore, while God’s image is not
damaged or destroyed, the sinfulness of humankind persists, thus requiring a renewal that
necessitates the now-Christological reflection of imago Dei. Imago Dei has always been
about fulfillment in Christ.30 Therefore, one’s understanding must speak to more than
simply the creation perspective because imago Dei is about the fullness of being made in
the image of the Triune God, and thus must include the Christological embodiment as a
necessary part of the conversation.
Three central New Testament verses attend to being made into the image of God
through Christ—Rom 8:29, 2 Cor 3:18, and Col 3:10. The Romans passage highlights
being “conformed” to the image of Christ. In 2 Corinthians, the image is about being
transformed “from one degree of glory to another,” and in Colossians, Scripture speaks to
the renewal “according to the image of its creator.” Thus, the pivotal actions of
conformation, transformation, and renewal into the image of God bring the focus to
Christ and with that focus comes an eternal relationship. Therefore, “humanity’s
existence in God’s image is not what changes in Christ; rather, in Christ people put on a
‘new humanity’ in which there is no bondage to sin.”31 What this eternal context of God’s
image means for humankind is that there is a hopefulness that exists in being made in

30. Kilner, Dignity and Destiny, 274–76.
31. Kilner, Dignity and Destiny, 277.
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imago Dei and connected with God through Christ in order to be renewed according to
God’s image in Christ Jesus.
Relational Aspects of God
As Scripture clearly demonstrates, regardless of how people may respond to God,
God remains firmly connected to humanity. While this chapter attends to only a few
examples within Scripture, each one speaks to a pattern of relationality that illuminates
who God is and how God acts in this world. Being made in the image of God is the preeminent expression of what it means to be in relationship with God, and in order to fully
recognize and lean into what that means, one must examine the relational characteristics
of God.
Durable
The first relational characteristic is durability. This connection, initiated by God
through imago Dei, cannot be broken. Much like the differing exegetical perspectives
regarding imago Dei as a whole, scholars diverge concerning the unbreakable nature of
the imago Dei relationship. Likewise, the idea that the fall and entrance of sin into the
world somehow diminishes durability is debated as well, but, as Nonna Verna Harrison
counters, “The divine image thus establishes us in a relationship with God. This
relationship defines the core of who we are and is the foundation of everything else the
divine image and likeness in the human person can become,” regardless of the fall.32 In
other words, humankind has and will have an unbreakable and central place within God’s
unfolding story. Likewise, and as noted in chapter 1, Kilner speaks to the fundamental

32. Nonna Verna Harrison, God’s Many-Splendored Image: Theological Anthropology for
Christian Formation (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2010), 30–33.
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nature of being in relationship with God. He further emphasizes that despite the sin of
humankind, the image of God is not and cannot be damaged—a point he proposes is
well-grounded in Scripture. At the same time, he asserts that people who talk about
imago Dei as needing restoration overlook the difference between being God’s image and
being made in the image of God.33 God’s image is still that of holiness regardless of sin.
Both in creation and in covenant with Israel, God freely entered into relationship with
God’s people. However, as Terence E. Fretheim posits, “Having done so, God—who is
other than world—has decisively and irrevocably committed the divine self to be in
a faithful relationship.” He further contends that, because of the faithfulness of God, the
commitments made by God will not be suspended.34 Despite the brokenness of each
person, God will not separate God’s self from relationship with an individual. When
considering the unbreakability of God’s relationship with humankind, it is essential to
note that sin does not obliterate or deface the image of God. However, it is also important
not to ignore the place of sin within this discussion. Sin does not obliterate the image of
God within a person, because God’s relational commitment to humankind is total and
faithful; however, sin does lead humanity to a place of ethnocentricity and exclusion.
Furthermore, it mars one’s understanding of or enacted response to the imago Dei. In the
four previously noted texts that refer directly to imago Dei (Gen 1:26–27; 5:1–2; 9:6; Jas
3:9), three occur after the fall. What can be inferred from this observation is that

33. Kilner, Dignity and Destiny, 214. Kilner goes on to make this distinction that the restoration of
image that humankind has a need for, as a result of sin, does not impact who God is. Thus, Harrison’s
distinction of the image of God and the likeness of God, building on the work of Clement, Origen, and
Athanasius (GMSI, 33ff). Harrison, God’s Many-Splendored, 33ff.
34. Terence E. Fretheim, God and World in the Old Testament: A Relational Theology of Creation
(Nashville: Abingdon, 2005), 22.
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whatever imago Dei in humans is, it is neither destroyed by the fall nor the sinfulness of
any human.35
Unconditional
The second element of relationship as exhibited through imago Dei is love. God
has demonstrated an all-encompassing, unconditional love by creating humanity in God’s
image. This unmatchable love knows no boundaries and will not be revoked. It is so
closely intertwined with the previous discussion of durability that it is hard to imagine
where one begins and the other ends. However, it requires its own space for reflection
because it speaks primarily to the immense love of a God who will not abandon God’s
creation. Amidst the discussion of durability, one discovers the what—God will remain
ever-present. With the examination of love, one then clearly views the why. According to
Jürgen Moltmann, God’s “creation is not a demonstration of [God’s] boundless power; it
is a communication of [God’s] love, which knows neither premises nor preconditions.”36
As Scripture declares, “We love because [God] first loved us” (1 John 4:19, emphasis
mine). Within that verse is a revelation of the utmost importance. The love of God
originates in and envelops humanity through no human action. God simply loved
humankind from the start. Summarizing a further point made by Moltmann, humanity has
the capacity to love because humanity is created as imago Dei.37 However, that capacity

35. Several scholars have convincingly put to rest the argument that sin interferes with the image
of God in humans by differentiating between the image and the likeness of God. Sin cannot remove the
image of God; it can only mar a human’s resemblance to God. However, such fine-grained theological
arguments are not necessary for those creating or using the curriculum at the heart of this project.
36. Jürgen Moltmann, God in Creation: A New Theology of Creation and the Spirit of God, trans.
Margaret Kohl (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), 75–76.
37. Moltmann, God, 77.
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is the result of God’s unconditional love and not a requirement for God’s love. Therefore,
as Jan-Olav Henriksen concludes, “We can relate the notion of the image of God to the
notion of love as a transcendental condition for human experience.”38 In other words, the
human experience is located firmly in who the Creator is and has made us to be.
Accessible to All
The third relational characteristic of God as established through imago Dei is
accessibility. Accessibility, in and of itself, is an essential aspect of what it means to be
made in the image of God. It is also thoroughly enmeshed with durability and love.
However, accessibility must be addressed through a discussion on capacity in order to
ensure a thorough understanding.
Capacity is a word that often finds its way into discussions on the image of God.
While it has been referenced above in conjunction with the idea of God’s unconditional
love, it requires clarification when one connects the concept of capacity to imago Dei.
Above, Moltmann posited that because one is made in the image of God, one has the
capacity to love; however, that love is a direct result of God’s love for humanity. This
introduction of the word capacity can be problematic because capacity refers to a
person’s ability, and what I am proposing is that regardless of people’s capacity, God
desires to be in relationship with humankind. God’s relationship with humanity is not
contingent upon anything. To make capacity a condition on which imago Dei is conferred
upon someone moves the argument of relationship in this broader sense from being

38. Jan-Olav Henriksen, “Embodied, Relational, Desiring, Vulnerable: Reconsidering Imago Dei,”
Neue Zeitschrift für systematische Theologie und Religionsphilosophie 62, no. 3 (2020): 285.
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accessible to all to being based on what a person is or can do.39 In other words, capacity,
as understood and applied through the lens of what a person is or can do, disqualifies
whole groups of people from being embraced as the image of God, which is not
reconcilable with the identity of God throughout Scripture.40 David Pailin, in his text that
asserts the human value of people who experience neurodiversity, contends that capacity
does not diminish accessibility, because a person is imago Dei simply as a result of the
care, concern, and love that God has for that person. It is unconditional and does not
require that criteria be met to deem it so.41 He further argues that the inclusive nature of
God, as seen in Scripture, requires a less concrete determination of capacity that does not
devalue a people group. Pailin maintains, “We are of worth not because of what we
contribute to God but because of the value God bestows upon us.”42
Therefore, when exploring the intersection between imago Dei and accessibility,
Kilner points out that Gen 9 and Jas 3 both affirm that creation in God’s image and
likeness is, in fact, the basis for treating all of humanity with dignity.43 He also counters
the typical conversation regarding capacity by describing imago Dei as universal,
inherent in all, and not to be viewed as conditional based on one’s functional ability for

39. Collins, Science and Faith, 124–25; Erickson, Christian Theology, 457–74; Cortez,
Theological Anthropology, 18–29. This is generally thought of in terms of rational thought, reason, will,
and function.
40. The three traditional ways of understanding imago Dei all imply aspects of capacity.
41. David A. Pailin, A Gentle Touch: From a Theology of Handicap to a Theology of Human
Being (London: SPCK, 1992), 157.
42. Pailin, A Gentle, 14.
43. Kilner, Dignity and Destiny, 116 and 193; See also Patrick Hartin, James, Sacra Pagina 14
(Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 2003), and Ronald B. Allen, The Majesty of Man, 2nd ed. (Grand
Rapids: Kregel, 2000).
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relationship with God. Making it contingent upon capacity would exclude not only
people experiencing cognitive diversity but also young children. Therefore, relationship
with God must be imagined in sufficiently broad terms.44 While some scholars are
engaging in study that seeks to address the exclusionary property of capacity and imagine
it in differing ways, relationship with God as expressed through imago Dei is based
entirely in God, comes as God’s bestowed gift, and is independent of human capacity.45
As a result, by seeing relationship with God as unbreakable, unconditional, and
accessible to all, one can begin to imagine a fullness of being made in the image of God
where God establishes relationships with humankind in ways beyond humanity’s
comprehension.

44. Kilner contends that “the term ‘connection’ is preferable to ‘relationship’ for denoting the
association between God and humanity that does not necessarily involve participation on people’s part.”
Kilner, Dignity and Destiny, 213.
45. See Kilner, Dignity and Destiny, and Hans S. Reinders, Receiving the Gift of Friendship:
Profound Disability, Theological Anthropology, and Ethics (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008). Marc Cortez
is one who asserts that people who do not represent a traditional framework of capacity may still
experience a relationship with God on another level. He goes on to say that perhaps “a person may be able
to exercise the relevant capacity or capacities in ways that transcend our current ability to understand.”
Marc Cortez, “Beyond Imitation: The Image of God as a Vision for Spiritual Formation” in Tending Soul,
Mind, and Body: The Art and Science of Spiritual Formation, eds. Gerald Hiestand and Todd Wilson
(Downers Grove: IVP Academic, 2019), 29. John S. Hammett asserts that if we “link the capacity for
relationship with God not to capacities that vary from person to person but to something that is present in
all humans from before birth to death and even beyond death, we have something that is truly universal and
inclusive. John S. Hammett, “A Whole Bible Approach to Interpreting Creation in God’s Image,”
Southwestern Journal of Theology 63, no. 2 (Spr 2021): 36–38. David Hay and Rebecca Nye assert that it is
through relationships that a child’s spirituality is expressed. David Hay and Rebecca Nye, The Spirit of the
Child, rev. ed. (London: Jessica Kingsley Publishers, 2006), 108–28. Rebecca Nye then went on in her own
work to write, “Indeed, Christians are invited to regard the simple fact of being a child as an inherently
spiritual vocation. Jesus referred to children (without being specific about age) as those whose angels in
heaven ‘continually see the face of my Father in heaven’ (Matthew 18.10). This suggests that children
enjoy a spiritual perception that has nothing to do with what a child of any particular age can do or
‘knows’.” Rebecca Nye, Children’s Spirituality: What It Is and Why It Matters (London: Church House,
2009), 17. Nye, in her continued work on children’s spirituality, speaks to the connectedness between
relationship and capacity in a way that is different from what is often assumed.
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Value and Significance within Imago Dei
God, as illustrated both through the example of Scripture and the characteristics
that arise out of Scripture, undoubtedly seeks to be in relationship with all of humankind.
To foster this relationship without implicit limitations, all children must be able to see
themselves as worthy and valued by God as communicated through the creation
perspective of imago Dei. In internalizing this belief, children are then able to grow
spiritually in a way that leads them toward the Christological meaning. Kilner describes
this movement from the recognition of being made in the image of God to growth in
Christlikeness in terms of dignity and destiny. Therefore, because of imago Dei, there is
eternal hopefulness as humanity conforms, transforms, and is renewed. Likewise, it
remains equally crucial that children see themselves freely in imago Dei in terms of
relationality.46 Without this awareness clearly embodied, children may not be able to see
themselves as valued by God (i.e., see their dignity) so that they can move to a place of
destiny.
When considering whether our embodiment of imago Dei wholly portrays the
fullness of God, an evident connection emerges between understanding the significance
of imago Dei and its potential positive or negative impact on historically marginalized
people groups. As Kilner makes his way through the discussion on dignity and destiny,
he asserts
nothing less than liberation and devastation are at stake when discussing humanity
in the image of God. . . . Since being in God’s image provides a biblical
foundation for respecting and protecting human life and dignity, a damaged image
means that the basis for this respect and protection is damaged. . . . Ultimately, the
image of God is Jesus Christ. People are first created and later renewed according
46. Relationship is a God-created connection between humanity and the divine that is
unconditional and unbreakable. It does not refer to salvific status but a created reality. See also Chapter 1.
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to that image. Being in the image of God involves connection and reflection. . . .
Connection with God is the foundation of human dignity. Reflection of God is the
aspiration of human destiny. All of humanity participates in human dignity. All of
humanity is offered human destiny.47
Imago Dei creates the most solid foundation for understanding “human significance,”
because there is nothing that can diminish the image of God. It is entirely unwavering,
and it is all-inclusive.48 God has included all in this invitation—in God’s destiny (Gal
3:28–29). Furthermore, in considering what that means for humanity and how humankind
interacts with and embraces each other, stories such as Zacchaeus (Luke 19:1–10), Jesus
and the children (Mark 10:13–15), and the woman of Samaria (John 4:1–26) illuminate
that point. While God holds each person in relationship with God, through Jesus one sees
that relationship manifested on earth—a relationship that announces durability,
unconditional love, and accessibility—relationship centered on imago Dei. In each of
these stories, Jesus extends an earthly relationship to the most marginalized people of his
time. As Matt 25:40 states, “Truly I tell you, just as you did it to one of the least of these
brothers and sisters of mine, you did it to me.” Not only does Jesus testify to an inclusive
lens of ministry, but he commands all people to do the same. If faith communities are to
live out an ethnorelative perspective that exemplifies all people as made in the image of
God, they must honor humanity’s multicultural differences and make that a present part
of the story of God.49

47. Kilner, Dignity and Destiny, 311–12.
48. Kilner, Dignity and Destiny, 314.
49. As previously noted, ethnorelativism is viewed in terms of one’s ability to understand and
navigate cultural differences from a monocultural mindset through “stages of greater recognition and
acceptance of difference.” Bennett, “Towards Ethnorelativism,” 22.
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The Image of God Through a Multicultural Lens
Each person has a place within the story of God, and it is a powerful one. This
assertion speaks to the epitome of an ethnorelative perspective. Unfortunately, this
multicultural lens is often not lived out to its fullest potential, if at all. While faith
communities undoubtedly assert the value of each person as made in the image of God
and aspire to foster an environment that embodies this as a core belief, simply
incorporating it within one’s vision does not mean that it will be put into practice in a
meaningful way. As a result, this ethnocentric expression of the gospel means that people
of color often struggle to find themselves within the God Story in a tangible way.
To foster an environment that is ethnorelative, one must start from a place of
clarity. Clarity emerges from examining the past, present, and future of Christianity
relevant to communities of faith. In other words, how have, how are, and how will faith
communities function to impact the course of Christianity? These are necessary
discussions to explore. Furthermore, while this conversation must encompass all people
of color, much of the scholarship over the past fifty years has emerged out of the Black
ecclesial context, and while it would be short-sighted to assume a commonality of
experience amongst all people of color, there are important observations that have
emerged primarily from African American theologians and scholars that will provide the
framework for this conversation.
The Past: A Brief Look at the Development of Black Christianity
James H. Cone, the progenitor of Black liberation theology, makes the following
statement:
Black theology emphasizes the right of blacks to be black and by so doing to
participate in the image of God. The image of God refers to the way in which God
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intends human beings to live in the world. The image of God is thus more than
rationality, more than what so-called neo-orthodox theologians call divine-human
encounter. . . . It is humanity involved in the liberation struggle against the forces
of inhumanity.50
While Cone asserts a very different definition of imago Dei from the one represented
within this project, this does not diminish the applicability of his observations; his
critique of the neo-orthodox perspective brings tremendous reflection to the
conversation.51 His commentary on Black theology and the image of God highlights three
salient points that factor heavily into this conversation. The first, although not directly
stated, is that dominant culture does not necessarily give people of color the space to be
who they are created to be, and regardless of whether that is intentional, it is a lived
experience. Thus, when one reflects on being made in the image of God and the inherent
value that occurs through God’s relationality, and simultaneously, that person receives
conflicting messages, significant disassociation occurs because a person’s identity is
devalued.52 The second point Cone asserts is that imago Dei refers to the way God

50. James H. Cone, A Black Theology of Liberation: Fiftieth Anniversary Edition (Mary Knoll,
NY: Orbis Books, 2020), 99–100.
51. In Cone’s critique he interprets imago Dei through the context of Black liberation theology.
This reflection emerges from his experiences that regard “white humanity” in terms of the way “God
intended it to be.” He further expresses concern that when understanding imago Dei through the lens of
relationship, and thus universal humanity, it is significantly easier for “oppressors” to be “ardent lovers of
humanity” and place Black people in the “category called Humanity” and by doing so love the general idea
of humanity more than the individual person. Instead, Cone asserts that being made in the image of God
“means that human beings are created in such a way that they cannot obey oppressive laws and still be
human. To be human is to be in the image of God . . . revolting against everything that is opposed to
humanity.” Therefore, from Cone’s perspective, dominant culture does not “tolerate whiteness but fights
against it.” Cone’s points are well-received as he dives into the complexities of this theology, and while
they warrant further reflection, they, unfortunately, lie outside the scope of this work. However, Cone’s
place in history as the precursor to significant thought regarding Black liberation theology makes his place
within this discussion essential despite the points of divergence. Cone, A Black Theology, 88–108.
52. “Our identities are a complex intersection of the personal, historical, and cultural; they are
formed within a social context. An identity depends upon others; we know who we are by knowing who we
are not. . . . We learn very early in life which parts of our frames are valued and which are not.” DiAngelo,
What Does It Mean, 40–41.
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intends human beings to live in the world. In other words, God means for humanity to
value and love others just as God values and loves all of humankind. Cone describes it as
pushing back against “everything opposed to humanity.”53 Thus, when humankind does
not rightly act on the truth of its common creation in the image of God, then the identity
that people of color hold as made in the image of God is diminished, and thus impacts the
way one feels valued and loved. Additionally, through imago Dei, one is to be
conformed, transformed, and renewed into the image of Christ in a way that welcomes,
loves, and values others. However, this complete valuing of all humankind from an
ethnorelative perspective is not generally the experience of people of color; instead, they
experience othering.54 The third point Cone makes about imago Dei is the importance of
being liberated from inhumanity—from being devalued at the very least and cruelly
treated at the most for who a person is. This liberation from inhumanity is not simply
about a state of being superficially valued but about no longer being denigrated, either
directly or indirectly, for who one is. The reflection of humanity is about being embraced
and welcomed as a whole person. As Soong-Chan Rah writes, “The image of God leads
to the spiritual capacity of humanity to hold an affirming and positive position in creation
order.”55

53. Cone, A Black Theology, 99.
54. Almost all members of focus group 1 expressed examples of othering within their church
setting. A general definition of othering is where groups of people or individuals are viewed as not fitting
within the norms of a particular culture or social group. Therefore, an assumption of inferiority is assigned
to the othered group. Sune Qvotrup Jensen, “Othering, Identity Formation and Agency,” Qualitative
Studies 2, no. 2 (October 1, 2011): 65.
55. Soong-Chan Rah, Many Colors: Cultural Intelligence for a Changing Church (Chicago:
Moody Publishers, 2010), 27.
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These three points in Cone’s work converge to create an essential framework
through which to examine the past, present, and future because the issues Cone
emphasizes have long permeated Christianity in a way that has led to the maintenance of
a dominant-culture perspective. Thus, to have any chance of dismantling this harmful
structure, one must first clearly acknowledge the problem—a problem that Cone
articulated decades ago—and then begin to do something about it. As Cone verbalizes the
reality of imago Dei for people of color, it becomes apparent the role that Christianity, in
and of itself, has played in creating and maintaining the problem that exists of just how
incompletely people of color are able to see themselves as made in the image of God.
In the world of dominant-culture Christianity, it is often easy to imagine that one
person’s experience is indicative of all peoples’ experiences.56 In a similar vein, it is also
easy to imagine that the message of the Bible and of God is the same for all people.
However, this overly simplified perception is not the case, and to imagine it as such
diminishes the complexities of humankind—especially when considering God’s message
through the lens of people of color.57 Instead, the distinctiveness of all humanity must be
attended to. Thus, it is critical that the history of the Black church enter into this
theological discussion of imago Dei because this history clarifies who the church has
been socialized to be, and that past will continue to influence the current trajectory unless
recognized and attended to. Therefore, while this section briefly examines the

56. Hammer, The Intercultural, 34; this is referred to as minimization. Minimization is a
monocultural orientation, as described by Hammer, wherein people highlight the commonalities that exist
amongst different people groups while simultaneously deemphasizing the differences.
57. Anecdotal evidence to highlight this point from focus group 1: participants 2, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10,
and 11.
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development of Black Christianity, in doing so, it also illuminates the pervasive
ethnocentric heritage of White Christianity.
The Emergence of Black Christianity in America
Black conversion to Christianity in America began on a large scale after the Civil
War during the religious revival of the mid-nineteenth century in the time of the Second
Great Awakening. In this environment of evangelism, the revivalists of the movement did
not challenge the practice of slavery, but they did proselytize both Blacks and Whites.58
As the Christian message spread, enslavers began to fear the theme of equality that
saturated Christianity. As a result, enslavers began to use Scripture to justify their actions.
Thus, Black Christianity emerged out of an attempt by White enslavers to control their
slaves while at the same time communicating a message of being content with their place
in the world.59 Needless to say, an aberrant White form of the gospel greatly influenced
Black Christianity.
African American Christians received this skewed gospel message in various
ways and ultimately diverged into three traditions. These three streams of thought are
categorized as critique, acquiescence, and rebellion.60 In the critique tradition, African

58. Albert J. Raboteau, Canaan Land: A Religious History of African Americans (New York:
Oxford University Press, 2001), 16–17; H. L. Whelchel, The History and Heritage of African-American
Churches: A Way Out of No Way (St. Paul, MN: Paragon House, 2011), 83.
59. Esau McCaulley, Reading While Black: African American Biblical Interpretation as an
Exercise in Hope (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2020), 168. While this and the following
information is a simplified historical account, to go further in depth is outside the bounds of this project.
However, the following theologians and historians offer significant insight into the history of Black
Christianity, Black Theology, Liberation Theology, and Womanist Theology. Robert Beckford, Michael
Joseph Brown, Katie Cannon, J. Kameron Carter, James H. Cone, M. Shawn Copeland, Charles Copher,
Cain Hope Felder, Wilda Gafney, Willie James Jennings, Esau McCaulley, Angela N. Parker, Anthony
Reddie, and Delores Williams.
60. McCaulley, Reading, 171.
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Americans used passages such as Acts 17:26 to denounce racism and slavery through an
understanding of being made in the image of God and a belief in “the lordship of
Christ.”61 In the group that responded with acquiescence, African Americans resigned
themselves to their plight through internalization of negative self-worth and remained, in
some way, content with their role in life.62 The third strand was centered on rebellion that
“contended that the Bible called for an exodus-like revolt for freedom,” and there was a
hopefulness that accompanied this idea of revolution.63 The differences in how African
Americans internalized the message of White Christians also shaped their interpretative
methods. Esau McCaulley, in Reading While Black, observes
On the whole these early Black Christians combined a strong affirmation of the
need for personal salvation with varying levels of social action and resistance.
This is readily understandable. If the Black Churches grew out of and in dialogue
with evangelical churches of the Great Awakening, it is not surprising that they
would have a great affection for the Scriptures, even when they rejected the
interpretations forced on them.64
This affection for the Scriptures led to myriad denominations within Black communities.
In many instances, African American churches resulted from White churches that did not
want people of color present within their assemblies. In other cases, Black Christians
wanted the freedom to practice their embodiment of faith in their own way and within
their own communities. Generally speaking, though, White churches used their power to
plant Black churches and frame the interpretations of the Bible that were found within

61. Brian K. Blount, Then the Whisper Put on Flesh: New Testament Ethics in an African
American Context (Nashville: Abingdon, 2001), 26–28.
62. McCaulley, Reading, 170–72.
63. McCaulley, Reading, 171.
64. McCaulley, Reading, 175.
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Black congregations. Regardless of the method of church formation, the majority of
Black churches were the direct result of White Christianity, in general, if not a White
church more explicitly.65
Black Biblical Scholarship
As Black Christianity grew, that did not mean that Black academia developed at
the same pace. Black churches formed throughout the nineteenth century and following,
while it was well into the middle of the twentieth century before Black theological
scholarship began in earnest.66 It is important to note that the slow start to Black
theological study was not a result of disinterest in the field but “rather the long history of
institutional racism that limited Black access to higher education.”67 Thus, as the early
Black biblical scholars moved into this arena, they had to invest their early years in
correcting White, Eurocentric interpretations “that denied the Black presence in the
Bible.”68 In doing so, the goal was “to make it clear that African peoples had been a part
of God’s redemptive purposes from the beginning.”69 This is an essential point because
Black Christianity and Black academia were saddled with presenting a more complete

65. McCaulley, Reading, 172–74; Edward J. Robinson, Show Us How You Do It: Marshall Keeble
and the Rise of Black Churches of Christ in the United States, 1914–1968 (Tuscaloosa, AL: The University
of Alabama Press, 2008), 99–114.
66. Michael Joseph Brown, The Blackening of the Bible: The Aims of African American Biblical
Scholarship (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 2004), 19 and 93. Leon White became the first
African American scholar to receive a PhD in New Testament, and Renita J. Weems followed suit about 50
years later as the first African American female to earn a PhD in Old Testament. There is an obvious
limitation to the field of theology as it remains primarily a White field. See also Wongi Park, “Multiracial
Biblical Studies,” Journal of Biblical Literature 140, no. 3 (2021): 435–59.
67. Mitzi J. Smith, Insights from African American Interpretation (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2017),
25–26.
68. McCaulley, Reading, 176.
69. McCaulley, Reading, 176.
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interpretation of Scripture that included the voice of color but had first to counteract the
dominant-culture interpretation that had long been normative. Therefore, while there was
finally an opening, albeit a small one, for people of color in the world of theology, the
history was so inundated with dominant-culture expression that it was undoubtedly an
uphill battle.
The Present: Cultivating Belonging
As one might imagine, the history of Christianity influenced and remains a direct
influence on present-day Christianity.70 Its distorted past created a culture where, for
hundreds of years, people of color were kept out of a space, had no voice, and were
undervalued. Then once they were allowed into that space, the perspective was already so
misaligned and replete with a White, Eurocentric foundation that Black theologians had
to start from a deficit.71 While the brief overview presented here in no way does justice to
the totality of experience for historically marginalized people, highlighting elements of
the past facilitates a greater potential for recognizing the remnants that have continued to
negatively impact the present—remnants that did not engender a perspective of being
relationally connected to God in such a way that historically marginalized people groups
could actively view themselves as imago Dei. Through both the past and the present,
people of color have experienced a disconnect between God and their identity that
continues to infiltrate Christianity.

70. While only a brief overview is offered here, this in no way reflects the importance of the
history as a whole. Additional information is outside the scope of this project.
71. The word “allowed” was intentionally chosen because it reflects people of color’s dependency
on White people. However, it is a word at which I bristle using because of its degrading nature.
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Willie James Jennings asserts the following in his book, After Whiteness: An
Education in Belonging.
The cultivation of belonging should be the goal of all education—not just any
kind of belonging, but a profoundly creaturely belonging that performs the
returning of the creature to the creator, . . . that drives life together with God. . . .
[One that is] formed in the body of Jesus and the protocols of breaking, sharing,
touching, tasting, and seeing the goodness of God.72
In this text, Jennings explores belonging within the context of theological education as
dean of a seminary. While that does not mirror a church community, there are important
overlaps in the way people of color are received in spaces of faith versus how White
people are received. The White, Eurocentric interpretation of Christianity, which has long
been in practice, is viewed as entirely normative and rarely challenged.73 When White
people encounter the assertion of the existence a prevailing ethnocentric perspective, they
often employ two significant counter-arguments. The first response is one of excuse (i.e.,
they did not intend for it to be this way). The generally unintentional nature of this
interpretive lens does not lessen the effect of it, and as discussed in chapter 1, the impact
begins early and is far-reaching. The second response is one of denial. There is an
inability or unwillingness to see this ethnocentric lens as a possible interpretation because
one’s experience of God is often assumed to be universally neutral and unaffected by
culture. As a result of both responses, people must begin to gain eyes to see and ears to
hear (Matt 13:9–16) and then move that awareness into action because, as Drew Hart

72. Willie James Jennings, After Whiteness: An Education in Belonging (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2020), 11.
73. Jennings, The Christian Imagination, 286. Additionally, while this conversation has been
developed through the lens of African American theology, it is also crucial to note that there are additional
perspectives that should also be attended to, such as Womanist, Feminist, Asian, Latino, and Indigenous
people groups, to name a few.
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states, “Relational proximity doesn’t necessarily dismantle our racialized ideology,
intuitions, and behavior.”74
Action can encompass a variety of strategies for churches and communities of
faith. Still, as churches examine the framework of imago Dei to guide their path, it
becomes evident that to lean wholly into what it means to embody imago Dei requires
that the church cultivate belonging to the extent that people not only know but experience
that God is fully in relationship with them. This is what theologians of historically
marginalized people groups do that has been missing for so long—challenge the status
quo and fight to ensure that all voices are present within the biblical interpretation and
can see themselves as part of God’s unfolding story as imago Dei. As Delores Williams
addresses the importance of a diversity of voices in biblical scholarship, she asserts that
African American Christians need “doctrine that emerges from African-American
people’s experience with God, not doctrine ‘inherited’ from oppressive Eurocentric forms
of Christianity.”75 The same can be said for Asian American, Latino, and Indigenous
people groups, to name a few, and by doing that, the circle of belonging expands and
becomes much more profound.
The Future: Valuing Humanity
Knowing the past or being aware of the present is not enough; developing this
space of belonging where all of humankind is valued for who they are as made in the
image of God requires movement and action. Action begins with openness and honesty

74. Drew G. I. Hart, Trouble I’ve Seen: Changing the Way the Church Views Racism
(Harrisonburg, VA: Herald Press, 2016), 27.
75. Delores S. Williams, Sisters in the Wilderness: The Challenge of Womanist God-Talk (Mary
Knoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2013), 192.
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across racial lines, but conversations such as these can be incredibly difficult because
they have the potential to be divisive. However, regardless of how difficult conversations
are heard by dominant culture, engaging in them in a way that decentralizes the White,
Eurocentric perspective is not an attack on a specific people group; “at its heart,” Hart
contends, “it is the opposite: it is a humanizing project.”76 Hart’s choice of the word
“humanizing” informs the nature of this work because at the heart of this conversation
lies the value of humanity as created in imago Dei.
Summary
From a theological and theoretical perspective, imago Dei enables one to
encounter a God who remains steadfastly in an unbreakable relationship with all of
humanity, a relationship that is also the result of the unconditional love that God
graciously bestows on all of humanity. At the same time, through the Christological
expression of imago Dei, Jesus fulfills the will of God. Through Christ, a person is
connected to God not only here on earth as one becomes conformed, transformed, and
renewed but also through an eternal promise that further illumines one’s value and worth.
Despite this belief as being made in the image of God as the central marker of
humanity, there is a disconnectedness that endures between the foundational
understanding of imago Dei and the way it is generally enacted in communities of faith.
Thus, through the pervading dominant-culture lens that has defined Christianity for so
many years, the proclamation of the gospel message, in all of its various forms, naturally
defaults to a White, Eurocentric lens. This practice is harmful to the spiritual formation of

76. Hart, Trouble, 165.
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children because through humanity’s failings, God is experienced as othering and
dismissive, and God is neither of those things.
Therefore, to communicate God’s story in a way that is multicultural and invites a
diversity of voices, intentional and sustained attention must be paid to decentering the
White, Eurocentric perspective that has been present for hundreds of years. In doing so,
the children of God’s kingdom will not only hear and see that they are loved and valued
by God as being made in the image of God, but they will experience this truth fully as
well.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This project was designed to create a curriculum to be used with adult volunteers
within a children’s ministry to foster a clear understanding of why it is vital to present the
message of God from a multicultural perspective and how to do so more intentionally.
Chapter 1 described the context that led to the development of this project intervention. It
also touched on the sociological impact of a White, Eurocentric approach to Christianity
on children of color and White children. In chapter 2 both the theological and theoretical
constructs that support the need for such a specific project intervention were outlined. At
the same time, an overarching theme of movement from knowledge (past) to awareness
(present) to action (future) supported the basis for what it means to foster an environment
where one can see oneself as imago Dei. This chapter will address acting upon the system
through a discussion of the methodology surrounding this participatory action research
project in which an artifact for attending to the problem was developed.
Qualitative Research
As I engaged in this project, I conducted a form of analysis called qualitative
research. Qualitative research is intended to investigate “the depth of a particular context
more than the breadth of multiple contexts.”1 Therefore, while it is limited in scope, that
does not diminish the findings’ potential impact. Furthermore, Sharan B. Merriam and

1. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 323.
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Elizabeth J. Tisdell (as quoted by Sensing) describe qualitative research as having these
four characteristics: “1) a focus on understanding and meaning (how do people interpret
their experiences?); 2) the researcher as primary instrument of data collection and
analysis; 3) an inductive orientation to analysis; and 4) findings that are richly
descriptive.”2 While the basic format of my research could be placed under the heading
of qualitative research, I more specifically engaged a type of qualitative research known
as participatory action research (PAR). According to Michael Quinn Patton, PAR
“[solves] specific problems within a program, organization, or community. Action
research explicitly and purposively becomes part of the change process by engaging the
people in the program or organization in studying their own problems to solve those
problems.”3 Thus, this research approach appears to be the best method for examining the
concerns experienced within the context of this diverse community of faith because not
only are those participating in the research invested in the outcome of this project and its
implications, but the diversity of perspectives and experiences engaged directly in this
work mirror the myriad voices needed to bring credibility to such a study. However,
while the project invited those invested in a more multicultural outcome for Christianity

2. Sharan B. Merriam and Elizabeth J. Tisdell, Qualitative Research: A Guide to Design and
Implementation, 4th ed. (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2016), 15–18, quoted in Sensing, Qualitative
Research, 150.
3. Definitions differ concerning participatory action research. Therefore, despite the selection and
involvement of a team outside of one specific organization, the project is still considered PAR, because it
“introduces an intervention in order to provide ministerial leadership for the transformation of the
community.” Furthermore, it requires the community being led (i.e., a specific faith context) to “perform as
the primary actor” in solving a specific problem (i.e., taking action). Sensing, Qualitative Research, 152;
Michael Quinn Patton, Qualitative Research and Evaluation Methods, 3rd ed. (Thousand Oaks: SAGE,
2002), 221.
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to participate in the development of the curriculum, the insider participants were not
necessarily members of faith communities that will ultimately utilize this curriculum.
Project Intervention
In preparation for the project intervention, I outlined seven two-hour sessions over
the course of eight weeks with a group of people who would act as a curriculum
development team (hereinafter CDT). The CDT had the task of guiding the development
of a curriculum intended to address the concerns of both the prevalence and impact of
ethnocentrism within children’s ministries.
To select a CDT, I engaged in a type of purposive sampling called maximum
variation sampling. Purposive sampling selects “people who have awareness of the
situation and meet the criteria and attributes that are essential to [the] research.”4 More
specifically, in maximum variation sampling, “by selecting people who represent a broad
range of perspectives, you increase the inclusivity of your project. . . . When any common
pattern emerges from great variation, then value of the information increases.”5
Therefore, to put together a team for this project intervention, I utilized the following
framework: (1) diversity in terms of race, gender, and age; (2) basic understanding of the
theological and sociological implications of ethnocentrism; (3) commitment to the
spiritual formation of children in a multicultural setting; and (4) background in areas such
as children’s ministry, ministry, education, sociology, anthropology, or other related
fields.

4. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 166.
5. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 168.
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As I began securing participants for the project intervention, I communicated the
study’s objective and the rationale and previous focus group work I had done at NACOC
that foundationally informed the project intervention. I also spoke to the responsibilities
and time commitment that accompanied participation in such a project. The final element
that I discussed with each potential participant was that as I worked on putting together
the group, they were to view their participation as tentative until I could finalize the
entirety of the group. The reason for this stipulation was the necessity of putting together
a development team that was diverse in composition. After receiving confirmation from
the individuals who were able to participate, I solidified the group and then notified
everyone of their status.
The goal was to create a CDT that consisted of six to eight people. I originally
reached out to possible participants in the late summer and early fall of 2021, and I
tentatively secured eight participants who met the intended qualifications. However, in
preparing for the implementation of the project intervention, I moved from one ministry
context into another one and therefore had to adjust the project intervention timeline. As
a result of this modification, four of my original participants were no longer able to take
part in the project intervention. Therefore, in late January and early February of 2022, I
reached out to new possible participants. I was able to secure two new team members
who met the outlined criteria. This brought my CDT total to six people, which was still
within the desired outcome for a total number of participants.
Once all six participants were finalized in mid-February, I sent out a Doodle poll
with possible session times to each of the participants. I offered a variety of times
throughout the week. However, I tried to select times that would keep us from altering
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our weekly schedule to maintain continuity. Through the Doodle poll, the group
determined that Tuesday evenings from 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. central time would be the
weekly session time. Consequently, we scheduled our seven weekly sessions beginning
March 8 and ending April 26, 2022, with an extra week between sessions 6 and 7.
Two conditions necessitated the use of Zoom for the project intervention sessions.
The first was the priority of adhering to the sampling parameters of group selection, and
the second was potential limitations and challenges that might arise due to the COVID-19
pandemic. The Zoom sessions were hosted from my office at Abilene Christian
University, and I obtained permission through a consent form to record each session for
the purpose of transcribing the sessions as a secondary method of reflection.
Transcriptions were created using Rev.com, an online transcription program, and I saved
both the transcriptions and the Zoom recordings on a secure, password-protected external
hard drive.
Attendance throughout the entirety of the intervention was incredibly consistent
with only one significant adjustment that needed to be made. Participant D missed
session 1 due to an oversight. After this occurred, I spoke with her to determine if she
still wanted to continue with the project. She indicated that she did, and I conferred with
my primary advisor to propose a solution, pending agreement from the remainder of the
CDT, for the missed session.
The solution involved my obtaining permission from the rest of the CDT to
provide participant D with a time-sensitive video recording of session 1. The CDT
members were all amenable to this proposal, and participant D had access to view the
video on Saturday, March 12 and Sunday, March 13. Once this was complete, I
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determined whether she had any questions from session 1. However, on Tuesday, March
15, participant D let me know that she needed to withdraw from the overall intervention
due to family constraints. This left the CDT at five members in addition to a trained
notetaker and me as the facilitator.
Each of the seven sessions utilized a PowerPoint slide deck to provide an outline
for the contents of the session and any pertinent information that might be needed.
Additionally, I worked off scripted outlines that I had developed prior to the project
intervention, but those ultimately had to be adjusted as our weekly sessions unfolded.
Moreover, throughout the bulk of the eight weeks, the best method for communication
with the CDT outside of the project intervention sessions was email. Therefore, as we
completed each session, I sent the CDT weekly reminder Zoom links as well as any
necessary handouts via email for the following week.
Description of Participants
As previously noted, putting together a diverse group of participants for the CDT
was of the utmost importance. Without this intentional effort made toward diversity, I
was concerned that the project would ultimately become myopic. Therefore, as the final
group came together after adjusting the original timeline, the myriad perspectives and
experiences present seemed likely to empower a successful outcome.
Participant A is a White female in her mid-twenties. She has a Bachelor of Arts
with a double major in math and Christian theology. She also earned a Master of Divinity
with a concentration in race and religion and an additional certificate in religious
education. She is currently a math teacher for secondary-level students in a private school
in a major metropolitan area. She is single with no children.
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Participant B, an African American male, is currently a preaching minister at a
diverse church located in a suburban area, and he has served in ministry for the previous
ten years. He has a Bachelor of Arts in theology and a Master of Divinity as well.
Participant B is in his mid-thirties. He is married with no children.
Participant C is a White male in his early forties. He serves as a full-time minister
at a church on the west coast. He has a Bachelor of Arts in biblical studies. He and his
wife have multiple children at home.
Participant D is a White female in her mid-forties. She is married to an African
American male who serves as a preacher and chaplain in a rural area. She has helped to
plant churches with her husband, and she has taught both children and adult Bible classes
for many years. She has two children who range from elementary- to high-school age.
She homeschools her youngest child.
Participant E is an African American female who works as a children’s minister
in a predominantly White church in a suburb of a major metropolitan area. She earned a
Bachelor of Social Work and a Master of Public Administration. She is in her early fifties
and is married with young adult children.
Participant F is an African American female in her early seventies. Now retired,
she has worked as both a teacher and administrator in all levels of education, elementary
through college, at both public and private schools. She earned a bachelor’s degree in
education and a master’s degree in mathematics education. She was also an educational
specialist in instructional supervision. She actively volunteers in many areas of ministry
from children to adults at her diverse congregation in a major metropolitan area. She is
widowed with two grown children.
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Intercultural Development Inventory
As part of their participation in the project intervention, I asked each of the
participants to take the Intercultural Development Inventory (hereinafter IDI).6 The IDI is
a psychometric, cross-cultural indicator of intercultural competence based on research
from the Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity theory developed by Milton
Bennett.7 It is used by various organizations and entities and was developed by Mitchell
Hammer. The purpose of having the group participate in this assessment was
multifaceted. First, it gave the CDT a better understanding of the range of intercultural
competence that exists within our faith communities. This range is critical in connection
to developing curriculum because it will allow us to meet our volunteers where they are
at and walk from there. Second, it helped us recognize the nuanced definitions that frame
diversity, inclusion, and multiculturalism and how those differences impact the ways in
which we carry out our work and seek to move from a monocultural to a multicultural
mindset. Last, the rationale behind asking the group to take this inventory was that the
starting point for all intercultural efforts is simply understanding what culture—objective
and subjective—is and how that culture impacts the ways in which we experience the
world. As Hammer notes, “These shared expectations [of culture] structure how
individuals in the community act toward one another and how they likely may act toward

6. Developed by Dr. Mitchell Hammer (IDI, LLC), the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI)
is a psychometric indicator that assesses a person’s intercultural competence as defined through the
Intercultural Development Continuum (IDC). When a person has received one’s individual results on the
IDI, that person is then able to engage strategies from the Intercultural Development Plan (IDP) to increase
the individual’s intercultural competence. At the same time, the discussions that result from this assessment
provide a foundation through which to speak about intercultural growth and awareness in a way that is
mindful of the potentially polarizing nature of this overall topic.
7. Bennett, “Towards Ethnorelativism,” 21–71.
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people who do not share the same patterns of interpretation and behavior.”8 In other
words, various people groups with differing learned patterns of interpretation and
behavior will experience each other and their shared world in widely varying ways.
Before the project intervention, I, as a licensed Qualified Administrator of the
IDI, supplied each participant with a login and password and asked them to complete the
IDI assessment before our first meeting. This was a divergence from my initial outline.
Initially, I had intended to supply the CDT with their logins and passwords at the first
session so they could take the assessment between the first and the second sessions.
However, I reevaluated the purpose of the first session and determined that couching our
discussion through the lens of information gained from the IDI would prove more
beneficial.
The IDI was new to most of the team members. Two of the group members had
previously taken the assessment and been associated with subsequent material
surrounding the IDI. However, since quite a bit of time had elapsed since their previous
completions, I requested that they retake it.
The IDI takes approximately thirty minutes to complete and measures a person’s
location on a continuum of mindsets that range from monocultural to multicultural. Five
orientations are reflected on the IDI continuum: (1) denial, (2) polarization, (3)
minimization, (4) acceptance, and (5) adaptation. The first three orientations indicate a
monocultural mindset that spans not noticing cultural differences to deemphasizing those
differences and instead focusing on the commonalities. The final two orientations reflect
a multicultural perspective, with both of those recognizing significant patterns of

8. Hammer, The Intercultural, 25.
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difference but with the second moving into a space where differences are noticed and a
person is able to cognitively and behaviorally adapt to those differences.
As the group prepared to engage in the project intervention, I followed up with
individuals to ensure that they had all the necessary information and had completed the
IDI. I then compiled the data that resulted from the assessment and prepared for our first
session.
Description of Project Sessions
Session 1: March 8, 2022
Session 1 was held on March 8, 2022. In attendance were five of the six CDT
members, the notetaker, and me. I began by welcoming the group and thanking them for
their participation. Following the welcome, I invited each person to introduce themselves,
tell the group a bit about themselves, and explain why this project was important to them.
I then introduced and explained the presence of our notetaker.
With introductory tasks out of the way, I established the opening rhythm that
would start each session. Each session would begin with a time of prayer and of dwelling
in the Word to center our hearts and minds for the work of the Holy Spirit within us. The
Scripture we used and would continue to use for each session was the Christ Hymn (Col
1:15–20). Following the time of lectio divina, the group heard an excerpt from Dr. Martin
Luther King Jr.’s visit to Stanford, challenging them to remember that “the time is always
right to do right.”9 Prayer followed these elements. This would be the rhythm that would
open each of our project intervention sessions.

9. Stanford, “An Excerpt from Martin Luther King, Jr.’s 1967 Stanford Visit,” YouTube Video,
1:23, January 6, 2020, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sctENM_d77g.
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Following the time of spiritual reflection, I reviewed what had led to this project
intervention with a brief recounting of my experience in ministry at a diverse church. I
referenced earlier ministry conversations and graduate coursework that had led me to
conduct affinity-based focus groups. The conversations that emanated out of these focus
groups further shed light on the need to purposefully engage in this conversation. I
coupled that discussion with a deeper sociological understanding of how children are
impacted at a very early age by the discrepancy between our intended message of the
gospel within children’s ministry and what is actually communicated.
Once that framework was in place, I led the CDT through a “group debrief” of the
IDI. In our “group debrief,” we studied the five orientations of the Intercultural
Development Continuum, important definitions that would inform the project, and the
functioning of inclusive and exclusive organizations.10 Through this discussion, we
created shared meaning and understanding to foster clarity on this potentially imprecise
topic.

10. The Intercultural Development Continuum, developed by Mitchell Hammer, describes a set of
five orientations ranging from a monocultural mindset to an intercultural one. It is “descriptive in how
individuals and groups experience cultural differences” and “prescriptive in identifying key developmental
tasks for continued growth.” The five orientations are denial, polarization, minimization, acceptance, and
adaptation. The first three are considered monocultural, and the last two are intercultural mindsets. In
denial, there is little recognition of cultural differences. With polarization, which presents in two forms, a
person judges differences. There is typically an “us versus them” approach in polarization. However,
depending on whether the alliance is with one’s own culture or the traditionally marginalized culture, the
orientation is either labeled as polarization defense or polarization reversal, respectively. In minimization,
the differences are de-emphasized while the commonalities are highlighted. Acceptance is the first of the
multicultural orientations, and it is characterized by a recognition of cultural differences and commonalities
in both one’s own culture and other cultures. However, what sets it apart from the next orientation,
adaptation, is that with acceptance, there is still an uncertainty of how to appropriately adapt to cultural
differences. In adaptation, in addition to a greater awareness of cultural differences and commonalities
across the board, the ability to adapt cognitively and behaviorally based on cultural influences exists.
Hammer, The Intercultural, 31–37.
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One of the questions raised amidst the IDI discussion was how this understanding
of intercultural competence functioned amongst historically marginalized people groups.
Participant A admittedly heard the material from more of a dominant-culture perspective,
and that dominant-culture bent concerned her. This, then, allowed the group to clarify
that the applicability of intercultural competence is not limited to a single culture.
However, because the nature of this project focuses on a diverse context where dominant
culture is considered normative, intercultural competence potentially reads as being
useful only for that people group. In other words, the assumption was being made that the
dominant culture primarily is the one that needs to grow in awareness of intercultural
competence. I believe this misunderstanding occurred because I mainly highlighted the
dominant culture aspect. Participant B, who has also had much interaction with the IDI,
spoke about his experience of acknowledging the significant differences even between
nondominant cultures. He noted that being part of a marginalized group does not
necessarily increase intercultural competence. A person still may struggle with noticing
that differences exist and that those differences impact the larger story. Therefore, while
initially this assessment tool might have been perceived as primarily applicable to the
majority culture, it has a broader application that is relevant across a multitude of cultural
boundaries.
We ended our “group debrief” by watching Michael Jr.’s video, “Know Your
Why.” This video illustrates the importance of knowing why one is doing something.
Michael’s point is that “when you know your why, your what becomes more impactful
because you’re walking in or towards your purpose.”11 My goal in using this video was to

11. Michael Jr., “Know Your Why,” YouTube Video, 3:49, January 8, 2017,
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1ytFB8TrkTo.
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remind the CDT that everything that we were going to do should be framed by our why,
which is kingdom driven.
Following the group debrief, I asked the group to start imagining how
intercultural competence impacts ministries in general and ministries they have seen
firsthand. In connecting the dots between the abstract and the concrete, the group began
articulating their own why surrounding the purpose of this intervention and aligning the
purpose to both imagined and felt needs. As this reflection deepened, I explained to the
group how I imagined this curriculum functioning. I also disclosed to the group my
concern with the word curriculum because it felt finite. However, I also had fallen short
in identifying an artifact descriptor that better reflected both the “right now” and
“continued future” shape that I hoped this artifact would take. Therefore, throughout this
project thesis and among general discussions, I will refer to it as a curriculum while at the
same time acknowledging the tension I feel with that word.12
During the first session, I had initially intended to walk through a theological
overview regarding the spiritual foundation of this project. However, time ran short, and
to honor the participants’ time commitment, I chose not to extend the session. As we
concluded, I reviewed the contents of the next session with the group—a basic
theological framework alongside a brainstorming session to determine what elements
needed to be included within the curriculum. I also asked the CDT to be prayerful over
this entire process throughout the week.

12. I still struggle significantly with calling the artifact that came out of these sessions a
curriculum because a curriculum has always felt as if it has a connotation of mastery, and both the group
and I are adamant that this work is continual in nature and cannot be viewed as something that can be
mastered.
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Session 2: March 15, 2022
Session 2 was held on March 15, 2022. As noted previously, participant D had to
remove herself from the project intervention due to family constraints. Additionally,
participant B communicated earlier in the afternoon that an impromptu and pressing
elders’ meeting required he miss our session that evening. As the session started, I shared
the news about participant D and participant B. The group then started our time of lectio
divina with participants A, C, E, and F; myself; and our notetaker. After engaging in the
spiritual practice, we commenced with the planned material for session 2.
The prepared material opened with a short review of the two orientations that
typically define organizations—polarization and minimization.13 We discussed the
strengths and weaknesses of polarization and minimization as well as the skills that must
be developed to move along the continuum from one orientation to the next. While the
tendency exists to assign a positive or negative value to a particular orientation, I
cautioned the group against doing so because a person’s orientation simply reflects what
that person looks at and what that person’s prior experience has taught them to see. It’s
meant to be “descriptive” and “prescriptive.”14 We also considered the role each of those
orientations plays within difficult ministry conversations. In continuing with the
intercultural competence discussion, the group took a few minutes to examine shared

13. Polarization is a monocultural orientation that judges differences. It can take on two forms,
polarization defense and polarization reversal. In polarization defense, a person feels an ethnocentric
superiority and may overemphasize negative stereotypes. In polarization reversal, there is that same
overemphasis on negative stereotypes, but it occurs toward one’s own culture. Additionally, there is a
tendency to idealize the “other.” Minimization is also a monocultural orientation, but it de-emphasizes
differences and highlights commonalities, unlike polarization. If a person is part of the nondominant group
and operating out of minimization, there will often be a strategy employed of “go along to get along.”
Hammer, The Intercultural, 79–80.
14. Hammer, The Intercultural, 31.
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terminology surrounding diversity, inclusion, and multiculturalism and how the shared
terminology would inform our work.
Next, I emphasized the curriculum’s intended audience—adults who serve within
a diverse children’s ministry that still reflects a White, Eurocentric approach to
Christianity. We discussed possible ways that the curriculum could foster a greater
awareness of ethnocentric ministry and provide strategies for the paradigm shift that must
occur to affect change. I also reminded the group of the project’s embedded assumptions
that acknowledge dominant-culture practices as generally being perceived as normative
despite the presence of diversity. Moreover, I reiterated the assumption that intentionally
diverse churches generally aspire to demonstrate a more multiculturally inclusive
framework for the story of God. After laying out the basic assumptions, we also
discussed specific concerns that I hoped this curriculum would address. Those were as
follows:
1. The impact that the inability to see oneself as imago Dei has on a child’s
spiritual formation.
2. The internalization that occurs in children when the Word of God, in all its
forms, is communicated through a dominant-culture lens.
3. The overwhelming prevalence of “best practices” in children’s ministry that
elevate a White, Eurocentric culture while simultaneously marginalizing
people of color.
After considering the impact that a pattern of dominant-culture ministry has on children
both in the short term and long term, I introduced the basic theological framework.
The discussion opened with the declaration that imago Dei is the essence of who
each person is and through imago Dei, God has created an unbreakable connectedness
rooted in love. Furthermore, we also reviewed the knowledge that who God is in the
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beginning—a God of relationship—is who God intends to be. Likewise, God illustrates
God’s purposeful relatedness through the larger narrative of Scripture, including
moments where Jesus heals, welcomes, and communes with the most marginalized of
people. Thus, the inclusive and relational nature demonstrated by God in the creation
account is also visible in Christ Jesus.
I walked the group through a basic overview of my theological construct because
I desired to give the CDT space to imagine a theological framework as a group rather
than center my own singular perspective as the prominent one. In doing so, I hoped to see
where the Holy Spirit guided our discourse and highlight the varied perspectives of the
group. At the same time, I wanted to maintain an inclusive approach to all parts of the
completed artifact so that it represented a fullness of thought. While session 2 brought in
the theological premise, it served primarily as introductory material because the intent
was to give the CDT time to individually reflect on the scriptural foundation outside of a
session before engaging in a group discussion. In retrospect, this approach may have
disrupted the cohesion of the session.
Once the group had completed this general discussion of imago Dei, I expressed
to them the importance of their perspective of imago Dei and asked them to spend time
personally reflecting on this theological construct during the coming week. The plan was
to revisit the theological construct at a subsequent session. I then set that discussion aside,
and we began to brainstorm what the curriculum components might look like. I explained
that there were no definitive parameters and that we were free to imagine what format,
shape, and content might be most effective. Some of the questions I used to kick off this
discussion and encourage a creative approach to this curriculum were as follows:
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1. How do we help our volunteers understand that just because they believe
multiculturalism to be a necessary element of Christianity does not mean that
they are communicating the elements of faith from an ethnorelative lens?
2. What does imago Dei mean to you?
3. What are areas (e.g., language, visuals, etc.) that we use that speak to a White,
Eurocentric approach to Christianity?
4. How do we keep the central focus of this resource rooted in Scripture?
5. How much of the sociological implications of socialization, internalization,
and biases are important to include?
6. How do we balance information with application?
As the group began to conceptualize the elements of this curriculum, they also
raised some salient points. The first pertained to how this equipping would be viewed by
volunteers. There was a general concern among the CDT that we needed to be cautious
about volunteers viewing this as a single training session that would “solve” all the
crucial concerns once completed. Therefore, we considered the language best able to
convey the importance of this being an ongoing journey instead of a one-stop destination.
At the same time, participant E, a children’s minister, noted that within her ministry
context the number of volunteers who served and how frequently they changed roles
meant that the equipping opportunity had to be feasible for those complexities or a church
could not utilize it. We reflected on the need to hold both of those points—the ongoing
nature of the equipping alongside the reality of the volunteer base in children’s
ministry—at a point of prominence as we worked our way through the curriculum
development.
The other conversation that emerged from this discussion was that while each of
us viewed this equipping opportunity as an imperative function of ministry, we also had
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to be mindful that people were at differing places of multicultural understanding
regardless of presence within a diverse congregation. Due to (1) the potentially divisive
nature of the conversation and (2) the tendency of many in the Christian community to
view this as a discussion separate from Scripture (i.e., a social justice issue), the CDT
believed that it was essential to develop a curriculum that engaged people from their
current place on this journey and that there needed to be a clear understanding of how this
intentional focus was pulled directly from Scripture and not from a place of
politicization.15
From there we moved to a conversation on format. Ideas regarding structure
ranged from in-person to online modules to pre-recorded facilitator videos for churches
that might not feel equipped to lead this discussion. Each of the different options was
characterized by strengths that appeared to be context-specific, and despite our natural
inclinations to be guided by preferences, we attempted to remain mindful of the volunteer
concerns raised by participant E.
Another aspect to consider with regards to format was timing. We discussed
whether this curriculum should be presented in a single session or more of a long-term
class format of weeks or even a full quarter. The benefit of having it occur on a single
day would be accessibility, especially for contexts such as participant E’s ministry, which
functions in a reasonably standard manner for children’s ministries. The drawback,
however, would be in the amount of material that can be covered in a single session.
Conversely, the benefit of engaging in a long-term class structure would be extended

15. This understanding emerged from the group’s exploration of the five orientations present on
the Intercultural Development Continuum and how the skills developed in one orientation facilitate the
necessary structure to move into the next one.

84

equipping time that would also communicate the intended ongoing nature of the
conversation. However, the long-term (even if only four weeks) option is not feasible in a
ministry with a high rate of change in volunteers. After thoroughly examining these
options, we determined that the format needed to be a seminar session, meaning a single
session held on a single day, presented as a starting point in a much larger series of
conversations by the church.16 The proposed time frame was three to four hours, and it
would be held in person.
From there, we began to discuss the various curriculum components. The CDT
believed that, in addition to the theological foundation, we needed to include information
on the impact of a White, Eurocentric approach to Christianity on children, the ways that
ethnocentric perspective hinders spiritual formation, and the dominant culture’s inability
to recognize that this is happening. Both participant C and participant F raised the point
that it was also necessary for the curriculum to contain a practical application element. In
other words, we needed to recognize that not everyone who serves in a children’s
ministry feels naturally gifted and adaptable in that area, and thus, rather than stop short
by simply explaining the why and the what, we also needed to present the how by
offering volunteers strategies for implementing changes within their ministry structures.
Once we had developed a basic framework for the curriculum, we began to
discuss possible texts that would contribute to the scriptural rootedness. In addition to the
assertion that imago Dei needed to remain a part of the theological construct, the CDT
also proposed the words of Paul in Ephesians, the example of multiculturalism that runs

16. This point (the equipping session as an initial step) cannot be stressed enough and is one
assertion the group repeatedly returned to.
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through Acts, and different stories throughout the Gospels that highlight Jesus’s
interactions with the historically marginalized. We did not settle on the passages during
this session. Instead, we simply brainstormed possibilities. As the session facilitator, I
noted the need to revisit this conversation the following week.
At this point, the CDT had what I considered the most transformative moment of
the session. Participant F proposed creating a series of questions to be used by volunteers
to increase the likelihood that lesson preparation could happen from a multicultural lens.
This series of questions would be developed with a purposeful push toward awareness
and self-reflection.17 This idea amassed significant excitement and support from the
entire group because it was viewed as a tangible way to help our volunteers work toward
this shift in mindset. While it would take time to develop this “questioning” skill, it
would hopefully foster a more multiculturally inclusive lens through which to view
curriculum.
We then conceptualized potential questions that could be applied to each lesson.
The following list was our outcome.18
1. What does the text itself say?
2. Where on the map did this story take place?
17. The CDT recognizes that awareness and self-reflection do not produce greater intercultural
competence in and of themselves. However, they are starting points that, when coupled with intentional
work, help a person grow in this way.
18. This list of questions bears similarities to the components of a “childist” reading of Scripture
that asks the reader to pay close attention to “setting,” “characters,” “review of the plot from a childist
perspective,” “childist interpretation,” “insights about children,” and “children and textual connections” in
order to elevate the presence of children in a “liberative” way. While the list of questions developed
through the project intervention were constructed by CDT participants who had not been exposed to
Parker’s “‘childist’ lens,” it adds to the conversation of witnessing Scripture through a more complete
perspective. Ron Bruner, “You Have Prepared Praise: A Childist Reading of Matthew 21:12–17,”
Restoration Quarterly 64, no. 1 (2020): 46–54; Julie Faith Parker, Valuable and Vulnerable: Children in
the Hebrew Bible, Especially the Elisha Cycle (Brown Judaic Studies) (Providence, RI: Brown Judaic
Studies, 2013), 14.
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3. Who do we not see or hear in this story? What voices are silent, and/or who
are the invisible participants in the story?
4. How is my interpretation of the story going to impact others? How would this
story be heard by __________ [consider a people group]?
5. How might you navigate difficult conversations that could come up as a result
of a more multicultural interpretation of the text?
6. Does the text make real-world, authentic connections?
7. Does this Bible story contain any lessons that have modern implications for
how we treat marginalized people today?
8. Are the activities associated with the lesson inclusive?
9. Can the students see themselves within the lesson?
10. Is there contextual information that would illuminate the lesson more fully?
These questions were proposed within session 2, and while the order evolved over the
weeks, the CDT remained in agreement throughout the process. However, we did revisit
the questions weekly to determine if they continued to elicit a deeper awareness and
encourage self-reflection.
Amid this conversation, participant E noted that by simply marking the stories’
placements on a map, we could start to “un-Americanize” the Bible. Furthermore, by
being more mindful of the clues expressed through location, the story could be viewed
through a more ethnorelative perspective. We also discussed how the simple act of
pinpointing a place on a map and then intentionally framing it within a discussion of
modern location could heighten our children’s ability to see the Bible from a much
broader perspective. However, that straightforward action is a part of a lesson that is
often overlooked.
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This discussion concluded our second session, and I closed by telling the CDT
that we would start at this point the following week. I also asked the group participants to
keep our work and our churches bathed in prayer. While we covered quite a bit of
information through the evening, I felt the Holy Spirit at work in what we were doing,
and I left the meeting energized.
An important note concerning session 2 is that even though participant B was not
able to participate in session 2, he and I met via Zoom on Friday, March 18, 2022, to
cover the material and to ensure that his perspective played a role within the discussion.
Unlike with the main sessions, the notetaker was not present. Therefore, I jotted down
notes on my own and recorded the session to transcribe later.
Within our conversation, participant B indicated strong agreement with the
questions the group developed because, as he pointed out, his diverse congregation did
not have a children’s minister on staff. As a result, his church typically experienced a
well-intentioned teacher presenting a lesson that did not function from a place of
intercultural competence. Therefore, creating a “system” that would intentionally walk
volunteers through questions intended to help them evaluate lessons through a more
multicultural lens and then make adjustments would be incredibly helpful, in his mind.
Participant B, as an African American male, also spent a few minutes speaking
about his experiences with stories that were told from a dominant-culture lens and how
those impacted him as a child in ways that he was not able to express until he entered
adulthood. As he grew older, he realized the effect of a dominant-culture lens on him as a
person of color and the subsequent unlearning he had to do over the years to shed some
of the damage. He also hoped that helping volunteers grasp the very real consequences
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that can occur would create in them a desire to change. He called it a “heart matter.” This
was an incredibly moving conversation, and I wish that it was one that the rest of the
group had had the opportunity to hear because it clearly highlighted the essential nature
of our work. As participant B and I finished our alternate session, I gave him the same
closing information that I had provided to the larger group.
Session 3: March 22, 2022
Session 3 was held on March 22, 2022, with all five group members, the
notetaker, and myself in attendance. After beginning with our usual rhythm, we reviewed
some from the previous session. The two main elements for review were the shared
terminology that I had provided the group with—diversity, inclusion, and multicultural—
and the concerns that we were explicitly trying to address through this curriculum. The
importance of revisiting the shared terminology was to remain fully cognizant of the
nuanced differences surrounding these words, even though we often use those words
interchangeably. Additionally, I hoped that the shared terminology review would better
inform our curriculum work (i.e., move us toward clarity). Then, with the reexamination
of the concerns, we would once again underscore our purpose, our why.
Following this discussion, I summarized the decisions made during session 2
concerning format, and I presented the group with an outline of that information in a
working document. This working document acted as the basis for our session and allowed
real-time changes to be made as we engaged in different conversations. To start, I gave
the group a few minutes to look through the working document, and then I posed specific
questions to help us expand on our basic ideas from the previous session. The first
question I asked was: “What theological assertions should be used in framing this
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curriculum?” While we had proposed basic theological entry points in session 2, that
conversation remained a general discussion rather than a selection of specific, actionable
passages placed within the curriculum. In session 3, my goal was to define a theological
framework.
As previously noted, I held the theological section as one of the most important
parts of the project because, for many volunteers, this section would be the one that
sanctioned this work. Therefore, I quickly titled this section “Rooted in Scripture.” In
doing so, the purpose of the section is evident. As the CDT discussed this section, we
determined that one inescapable theme had to be imago Dei as seen in Gen 1:26–27
because it spoke to the love of God as seen through relationship. Additionally,
participant C proposed Eph 2:11–22 because it illustrates how Jesus makes one out of all
for all humankind—joining us together. He also suggested Eph 3 as a place where we are
“sharers together in the promise of Christ Jesus” (Eph 3:6, NIV). Participant B suggested
Acts 15, the council at Jerusalem, as an example of multiculturalism and further pointed
out that through Paul, we see how to make those connections and build bridges for people
to come in. Participant A spoke of God as just and righteous and emphasized how the Old
Testament notion of righteousness and the New Testament expression of justice both play
a part in being reconciled to God. Participant F advocated for unity, not at the expense of
diversity but amidst diversity, as seen in Eph 2:14–18 and 1 Cor 12:14–26. As the
participants explored various passages, it became evident that there would not be a
shortage of “rootedness.”
I then took us back to the beginning of the working document. As previously
noted, the working document was set up in outline form with the information gained from
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session 2 transcribed into the outline. In some instances, I suggested that certain elements
be added to or moved around within the document, but in doing so, I offered those
changes as suggestions rather than an intended reflection of the final product. All in all,
the working document during this session acted as the starting point for viewing the
entire structure of the curriculum.
As we discussed the “Introduction” section, participants A and E raised the point
that the volunteers using this curriculum needed to clearly understand how this would
connect with their work in children’s ministry and what they would learn from it (i.e.,
their why).19 Alongside the conversation surrounding the why of a curriculum and its
related equipping session, the CDT suggested inserting exercises that would help
volunteers build relationships with each other and start to recognize how culture shapes a
person’s identity. Therefore, participant A proposed a poem exercise that asks a person to
reflect on identity and articulate it by filling in prompts.
As we considered additional components, participant B cautioned us to be
mindful of communicating a dynamic of the White person “teaching” the Black person
about the Black person’s experience. Therefore, he wanted us to be very intentional about
maintaining a language of co-journeying or co-learning as a group. In other words, it
would not be a “teacher” leading the session but a “facilitator” co-learning with the
group. The group of volunteers, and more accurately the church family as a whole, would
be on this journey together—reciprocity of formation. We spoke about different ways to
cultivate this mindset and ultimately decided to explicitly state it within the curriculum

19. As part of session 1, I showed a video to the group that highlights the importance of
understanding the why. This was a theme we came back to in myriad ways and knew that it was an
important one for the volunteers who participate in this equipping session to understand as well.
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and consistently use language within all parts of the artifact that describes it as a
conversation. However, even in doing so, we recognized that the potential still existed for
the conversation to go awry in a domineering direction.
Next, the CDT discussed the questions created for volunteers to use in children’s
ministry lesson preparation. We decided to prioritize the questions to minimize the
potential for overwhelming the volunteers. Participant E suggested having three or four
main questions that volunteers would focus on, with the others available for further
reflection. The group agreed with this primary and secondary approach to the questions.
In discussing how to categorize the questions, we decided to modify participant E’s
suggestion and incorporate five main questions under three headings to reflect each
question’s area of focus. Participant A suggested the following headings.
•

Text
o What does the text itself say?
o Where on the map did this story take place?

•

Material
o Who do we not see or hear in this story? What voices are silent, and/or
who are the invisible participants in the story?

•

Interpretation
o How is my interpretation of the story going to impact others? How would
this story be heard by __________ [consider a people group]?
o How might you navigate difficult conversations that could come up as a
result of a more multicultural interpretation of the text?

The remaining questions were kept in a section for additional reflection because we still
viewed them as important. Two of those questions engendered a great deal of debate
regarding placement. They were: (1) does the text make real-world, authentic
connections; and (2) does this Bible story contain any lessons that have modern
implications for how we treat marginalized people today. While the group felt very
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strongly about applying those two questions, we also wanted to maintain a sense of
feasibility for the volunteers and therefore had to balance the pull to include more main
questions with the potential for overwhelm.
From this point, we moved to the “Practical Application” section of the working
document. I added the most information outside of what the CDT had discussed in the
previous session to this section. While the group had agreed upon the necessity of a
section on practice, the main determinations were centered around equipping volunteers
to both evaluate lessons and then adapt them. Therefore, I took those basic parameters
and outlined a structure for what I imagined this section might look like based on my
experience as a children’s minister. Because of the nature of this section, volunteers
would be utilizing different Bible stories to put skills into practice. This raised a question
about Bible translations. In such a diverse group, there were many opinions on whether to
recommend a translation and, if so, which one to recommend. The CDT proposed that
volunteers read through multiple translations to experience the text through different
languaging. Additionally, participant B suggested including a recommendation to have
the volunteers rewrite the lesson in their own words after reading through various
translations, asking the volunteers to consider, “How would I rewrite this text and retell
the story?”
The conversation progressed to providing supplementary resources within the
curriculum to create the support necessary to put this into practice. Participant F pointed
out that in churches where there is a well-stocked resource room or a children’s minister
on staff, this is not as much of a concern if the resources are indicative of an inclusive
mindset. However, in churches that do not have a collection of resources easily
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accessible, providing a list of suggested resources might help a volunteer not feel illequipped for the task. Participant E also recommended a long-term goal of creating a
“cheat sheet” for looking at the primary children’s ministry stories and lessons from an
inclusive lens. However, she also acknowledged the infeasibility of including that within
the scope of this project. Throughout this discussion, the CDT recognized that regardless
of the resources available to a volunteer, by cultivating a climate where these questions
are internalized as an essential part of lesson preparation, volunteers are actively
encouraged to think more critically and reflect on whether they are teaching through a
multicultural lens.
Our final discussion of the evening emerged from a question about the presence
of “White Jesus.”20 I inserted this question into the working document because I wanted
to intentionally seek out the perspective of the group. I asked them to consider the
necessity of including a section in the curriculum that invited a conversation about why
images of Jesus depicted as White are viewed as normative while Black images of Jesus
often elicit discomfort or questioning with regards to the historical accuracy of the
depiction. While the entirety of the group voiced the importance of having this section
within the curriculum, participant E emphatically asserted that we could not write this
curriculum without the presence of this conversation. She believed that its inclusion
would heighten the awareness of this phenomenon and encourage volunteers to enter
more deeply into a place of self-reflection by asking them to consider, “How am I
responding to these images and why?” Participant F suggested using the exercise as an

20. Jun et al., White Jesus, 9.
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icebreaker because it would prepare the group to reflect on their own perceptions,
especially when done authentically and not from an assumptive place of neutrality.
As session 3 closed, I thanked the group for their participation and asked them to
keep this process covered in prayer. I also prepared them for the following week’s
discussion—the theological framework and the direct impact on children’s ministry of a
White, Eurocentric approach to Christianity.
Session 4: March 29, 2022
Session 4, which was held on March 29, 2022, began with four of the five group
members present in addition to the notetaker and myself. Participant A joined at 7:15
p.m. due to a work commitment. As we completed our time of reflection, what stood out
to the CDT was the newness of the repeated text each week. After we closed this time in
prayer, we moved toward the theological construct of the curriculum.
To introduce the theological basis for this curriculum, I guided the group through
the section entitled “Rooted in Scripture.” I had expanded this section over the previous
week by utilizing the various passages and themes developed by the group in session 3.
After going through this entire section with the CDT, the group confirmed that too much
material was contained within this segment. Therefore, participant C suggested paring
down this section considerably and locating it within the curriculum. He then
recommended creating a facilitator guide that contained the entirety of the theological
construct. This would provide additional information for the facilitator to use as either a
personal study guide or as supplementary material for further equipping sessions as
churches repeated this training with volunteers. Throughout the evening, the
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recommendation of a facilitator guide would reemerge at different junctures, and as a
result, the CDT agreed that it would be an excellent addition to the curriculum.
As we continued, participant B suggested that instead of walking the volunteers
through Acts 15, a more impactful strategy would be to ask them to imagine “what would
happen if Acts 15 didn’t exist; if the change hadn’t been made that placed the Gentiles
into the pathway of salvation without having to become a Jew.” In other words, what
does it mean for us that God openly embraces this multicultural kingdom?
While there was substantial discussion regarding the need to decrease the amount
of material contained within the theological section, there were no strong opinions on
what needed to be moved from the curriculum to only the facilitator guide. Therefore, I
attempted to discern what material seemed to resonate the most with the group to decide
how this section needed to evolve so that it did not so overtake the curriculum in a way
that kept the other elements from being centered.
The next section within the working document was created to examine the impact
that a White, Eurocentric approach to Christianity has on children’s ministry. I had
developed this section over the prior week after incorporating recommendations and
themes from the group’s previous discussions. This section examines the intersectionality
of theology and sociology. Furthermore, while I understand the apprehension that can
arise when people experience a coupling of theology and sociology, I attempted to
structure this segment in a way that consistently situated it amongst a deeper discussion
of the impact sociology has on the spiritual formation of children.
However, as with “Rooted in Scripture,” far too much material was included in
this section. Therefore, the CDT once again spoke to the benefit of creating a facilitator
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guide to house such material. Moreover, while the group did not have significant
opinions on which parts needed to be moved from the curriculum to the facilitator guide,
participant C felt some hesitancy toward pieces of the content, which helped delineate
how to redistribute the material. Notably, participant C is a minister at a more
traditionally conservative church, and as such, it was helpful to have him as part of this
process to represent the perspective of a church with members who would more naturally
struggle to engage in this conversation. Often, as he would contribute to the discussion,
he would preface his comment with an acknowledgment that he was intentionally
viewing and thus responding to the conversation from a more theologically and socially
conservative mindset. At times, he appeared apologetic for doing so, yet I appreciated the
perspective that he brought to the table because it helped remind the group that a
conversation typically considered through a progressive stance needed to be explored
from a conservative one as well. Our churches represent a wide range of perspectives,
and our curriculum must also recognize those differences. It must function in a way that
will invite people into the conversation instead of creating barriers against having the
conversation. Therefore, as I considered what material to move out of “The Impact on
Children’s Ministry” section in the absence of robust opinion, I chose to move the more
strictly sociological elements and leave the ones that directly highlighted the impact on
children’s ministry.
Participant C also expressed concern at the smaller subsection that explored the
historical depiction of Jesus. His apprehension with this section revolved around using an
estimated historical depiction in contrast with our stated purpose—helping all children
see themselves as made in the image of God. He believed the historical image detracted
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from this argument and further stated that if our desire is for all people to be able to see
themselves as imago Dei, then our depictions of Jesus need to be multicultural
representations. He also noted that any representation of Jesus for some people could be
viewed as a graven image. The estimated historical image would be especially
problematic. Thus, using multicultural and not historical images of Jesus might lessen the
concern for some. As a result, that section was pulled entirely from the curriculum.
As the CDT finished discussing the primary goals on the agenda for session 4, I
asked the group to raise any other questions, comments, or concerns that stood out to
them. In doing so, I could then use the upcoming week to transform the artifact from a
working document to a more finalized copy of the curriculum for the CDT to review
during session 5. By opening the floor in this way, the group began a discussion
regarding the reflection questions contained within the artifact. As discussed earlier in the
session, the consensus was that the reflection questions offered opportunities for
meaningful conversations. Equally important, though, is that because self-reflection is a
critical aspect of growth in intercultural competence, the group determined that the
questions needed to remain scattered throughout the curriculum. However, participant A
raised a concern about how the facilitator would ensure that dominant voices not control
the conversation during times of reflection. She suggested creating equitable engagement
protocols for the facilitator to communicate to the group and then maintain during
reflective moments. She provided the following example of how to implement equitable
engagement: (1) start at a particular place within the room and travel around the room in
a prescribed pathway after asking a question; (2) give each person an opportunity to
speak; and (3) when another reflection question is asked, start at a different location in
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the room and travel the same path. While this procedure does not entirely ensure that
majority-culture voices will not dominate the conversation, it does increase that
possibility. Participant A also asked if we could include ground rules for engagement,
such as speaking from an “I” perspective and holding space for silence.
Along with the conversation on reflection, participant E suggested having a
participant journal so that volunteers could write down their responses. She imagined that
there would be times when a person might feel more comfortable writing down a
response rather than saying it out loud. By giving the volunteers the space to write, we
are hopefully encouraging more reflection rather than creating an environment where the
person shuts down because they do not want to offer a verbal response in front of a group
of people.
Another discussion resulted in an activity that I placed within “The Impact on
Children’s Ministry” section. In the curriculum I recommended that the volunteers
examine and reflect on the “Wordless Book,” “Wordless Bracelet,” and “Jelly Bean
Poem.” The “Wordless Book” and “Wordless Bracelet” each tell the story of salvation,
while the “Jelly Bean Poem” covers the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus. In each
of these activities, the color black visually and verbally represents sin. These activities, or
ones like them, are relatively standard in some format throughout children’s ministries;
they are even considered “evangelism tools.” In examining these resources, I wanted to
encourage the volunteers to think more critically about what these activities
communicated in their faith communities. Two members of the CDT were not familiar
with any of the activities and took a moment to look them up online. In doing so, they
were shocked by the pervasive nature of the activities and the message they
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communicated—both verbally and nonverbally. Participant B wondered if using one of
those as an introductory activity might be impactful but also acknowledged that
regardless of where it was used within the curriculum, it should be challenged because of
the incredibly harmful messaging equating black with bad and white with good.
As we neared the end of our session time, we engaged two more significant
concerns, albeit briefly. The first, once again, centered around the overall amount of
material included in the current iteration alongside the proposed length of the session.
Each group member expressed concern about that, and thus, we revisited our proposed
format of three to four hours for the equipping session.21 Participant F, an accomplished
educator and instructional specialist, reminded the CDT of her previous suggestion to
assign time values to each section within the curriculum to determine feasibility. She
elaborated on this recommendation by explaining how this approach would require us to
determine what was “essential” versus “important” to the curriculum. She asserted that
while there were elements within the curriculum that we all viewed as “important,” we
would have to make some difficult choices concerning what to transfer from the
curriculum to the facilitator guide so that the “essential” components were embedded
within the actual curriculum.
Likewise, participant B reminded us that as we assigned timing values and
defined elements as either “essential” or “important,” the “Practical Application” section
must be viewed as “essential.” His point was that despite the high level of importance
assigned to the other elements, volunteers participating in these equipping conversations

21. At this point within the discussion, we debated various other models of equipping that would
extend the time allotted (e.g., weekly sessions for a quarter, splitting up the material into multiple modules,
etc.), but we ultimately determined that doing so would diminish the effectiveness of the material.
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would need to not only understand the why behind the what but also the how. If not, then
the sessions would become informational as opposed to transformational. Therefore, his
suggestion was to start with “Practical Application” and work backward from there. By
determining how much time was needed for this section, we would have clarity regarding
the time available for the remainder of the session.
The second element the group discussed prior to the close of session 4 was
learning objectives. The educators expressed the importance of learning objectives to
ensure a clearly defined purpose within the curriculum. The benefit, as participant B
noted, would be to maintain focus on the expressed objectives. By clearly stating the
purpose of the session, the facilitator would need only to reference the learning objectives
(i.e., the priorities) if the group digressed. Likewise, learning objectives would provide an
informal metric for assessing whether learning occurred. Volunteers would be able to
reflect on what they knew before the start of the session and compare it to their
knowledge at the conclusion. Therefore, the clarity provided through learning objectives
benefits the overall process and impacts the individuals participating in the conversation.
It can be assumed that there will be volunteers, even within intentionally diverse
churches, who remain unconvinced of the necessity of this paradigm shift. Thus, this air
of transparency through openly stated learning objectives will hopefully lessen potential
apprehension or mistrust.
Session 4 moved quickly and covered a substantial amount of information;
however, despite the busyness of it, seeing the curriculum take shape was energizing. As
the session closed, I previewed session 5 with the team. In the following week, the group
would move entirely away from the working document and receive a more complete
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version of the curriculum to determine where adjustments were needed. I closed the
session with words of gratitude and requests for continued prayers.
Session 5: April 5, 2022
Before the start of session 5, on April 5, 2022, I sent an updated version of the
curriculum to the CDT via email. This version reflected the elements that had originally
made up the working document but was divided into both a curriculum manual and a
facilitator guide per the prior week’s discussion. There was also a placeholder for the
participant journal, but that piece could not take on a formal structure until I had a
complete sense of its shape based on the group’s perspectives. Additionally, I let the CDT
know of scheduled time during the session for each person to have the opportunity to
examine the curriculum. I also sent the curriculum to the CDT in advance in case anyone
preferred to print out a hard copy.
Session 5, with everyone present, began with a time of lectio divina and the words
of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. reminding us that the change we hoped to make “comes
through the tireless efforts and the persistent work of dedicated individuals.”22 I shared
with the group how those words had resonated with me throughout the prior week and
that I was grateful for the “tireless efforts and the persistent work” of each member of our
group.
The primary goal of session 5 was to receive concrete feedback about the
curriculum. Per the rhythm of writing and re-writing in between each session, I knew that
I would be unlikely to have material for the CDT much in advance of the session.
Therefore, the CDT took twenty minutes off camera, after the time of lectio divina, to

22. Stanford, “An Excerpt.”
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review the first half of the curriculum component from the “Introduction” through the
“Spiritual Formation” section, but I did not include the facilitator guide in this. I had
thoroughly revised the work since the previous session, and I wanted to see if all the
changes that had been made in the previous session were accurately reflected. Therefore,
I engaged the CDT in a member check.23 I also asked the team to ponder these sections
with the following three questions in mind:
1. Since paring down the “Rooted in Scripture” section, was the theological
foundation still evident, or had I weakened it?
2. Were there elements that still needed to either be removed entirely from the
document or moved to the facilitator guide?
3. Were there elements that needed to be added to the curriculum to create a
more cohesive document that spoke to the nature of what we felt was
essential?
As everyone took the opportunity to review the document, I remained present on Zoom
with my camera off and audio muted but available to answer any questions. Following
this time, we reconvened and began discussing the group’s findings.
While I had intended to work through the curriculum in a systematic pattern with
the CDT, I changed course and asked the group to comment on what stood out to them.
This approach was more effective than if I had moved us through the curriculum
methodically because it allowed us to discuss some of the more pressing matters first, and
it highlighted which elements different group members gravitated toward as important.
The first discussion point came from participant C. He believed that there needed
to be additional clarity surrounding the facilitator’s instructions, especially considering
that many people might not feel capable of guiding this conversation. For example, in the

23. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 330.
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section on equitable engagement, he requested that the instructions contain a more
explicit model with clear steps on how to put equitable engagement into practice. He also
felt strongly that the equitable engagement section placed a burden on the facilitator
because this section asked the facilitator to help the volunteers adhere to this equitable
practice. He expressed a desire to communicate the instructions differently to the
volunteers participating in the session. Participant E disagreed with the idea that the
section was burdening the facilitator. She felt as if it was a “breath of fresh air” to lay out
the expectation so clearly of how the volunteer session would function. She also noted
that by engaging in these equitable practices as a group of adults within their volunteer
equipping session, the idea was being modeled for them in a way that could then be
transferred to their Bible classrooms.
Participant C also asserted the importance of creating a safe space for all who
might participate in this conversation. He suggested adding guidelines pertaining to safe
space alongside an explanation of how to put that idea into practice. He recognized that
as a White male attempting to learn, he will often say the wrong thing. Therefore, he
believes it vital for the facilitator to have the language to define the parameters of the
space as volunteers engage in this conversation, while at the same time communicating
that grace must abound as everyone pursues this conversation together. Participant A
pushed back slightly on this point. She agreed with participant C’s basic premise, but she
did point out that ensuring everyone’s felt safety was not possible. Therefore, she
suggested defining the idea of a “brave space” that the facilitator could communicate to
the group in the equipping session.24 Additionally, participant A proposed changing the

24. Ron Bruner, “Toward Just Hospitality,” Discernment: Theology and the Practice of Ministry
3, no. 1 (2017): 45–48.
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title of the section from “Session Ground Rules” to words that reflected community
norms or covenants to highlight the group framework and co-journeying intent of the
equipping session.
Our next area of conversation addressed the guided reflection pieces and how they
functioned relative to time constraints. The CDT remained concerned that the curriculum
held more material than overall time would allow for, especially when considering the
number of included reflection opportunities. Therefore, the CDT discussed alterations
that could be made to attend to this concern. In some instances, the suggestion was to
remove guided reflections that might be considered less meaningful to the overall intent.
In other cases, the recommendation was to change the reflection format. Both strategies
were utilized, and the remaining pieces were reformatted to the following four categories:
(1) group, (2) turn-and-talk, (3) self, and (4) journal. Making these adjustments helped
with the timing concern and created space for a diversity of learning modes.
As participant C expressed in session 4, he tended to evaluate our work through
the lens of his congregation. As a result of that perspective, he believed that the number
of quotes contained within the curriculum was overwhelming and off-putting. In like
manner, as a minister who desired to see this work permeating churches with greater
consistency, he held reservations that the sociological inclination of some of the quotes
would engender conversations of “why are we doing cultural versus scriptural,” thus
halting meaningful discussions before they could even begin. Therefore, he suggested
that we either remove the quotes or situate them in the back of the document in an
endnote format. Participant B also noted a slight anxiety-producing feeling that
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accompanied the quotes as he imagined how some of his church members might
experience them, and so he echoed the recommendation that they be placed at the end of
the document. However, participant E indicated that she believed the quotes added depth
and strengthened the work. Participant C acknowledged that it was important for
volunteers to gain an awareness of the White, Eurocentric lens through which they often
approach their Bible lessons and that the quotes reflected that ideal. However, he also
questioned whether the added quotes were obscuring the primary intention behind this
curriculum—the impact on the spiritual formation of children when they are unable to see
themselves as imago Dei. This exchange demonstrated the importance of intercultural
competence because while there was much that the CDT agreed upon throughout our
sessions together, there were also differences of experiences and perspectives that
directly influenced the way each person viewed topics such as these.
Next, the conversation turned to restating the purpose of this curriculum.
Participant F worried that we were potentially losing focus on what she viewed as the
priority of this curriculum, helping volunteers gain the knowledge to adapt and transform
lessons to ensure an ethnorelative perspective of God that does not hinder the spiritual
formation of children. She believed this had to be the “meat of the curriculum.”
Participant F’s concern reiterates the tightrope that will have to be walked with this
curriculum as churches invest in this conversation. Participant F exists at a place in her
journey where the theological foundation is clearly visible, and there is no question as to
whether this is a conversation that churches must initiate. Therefore, from her
perspective, the application component is the most important part. That is, I “have eyes to
see and ears to hear” (Matt 13:9–16), now show me what to do. Alternately, in churches
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unprepared to engage in this conversation, this curriculum is likely to be viewed as purely
a social endeavor and not fully located in Scripture. Therefore, when considering how to
structure this curriculum, one must remain mindful that even in churches seeking to have
conversations that will lead to a process of co-journeying, there are still a multiplicity of
viewpoints.
I then posed a question to the CDT: “Does the curriculum do a good job of
making it clear that this must be about learning and growing together or co-journeying—
in other words, a dialogical approach?” The group commented that, generally speaking, it
was well articulated throughout the curriculum but that it might be helpful to reorder a
couple of the sections to further make that point evident.
As the CDT discussed formatting, the group proposed two possibilities for
reconfiguring the theological section. The first option was to keep the entire section
together but divide it with headings that would make navigating it more manageable. The
second option was to break the section apart entirely and disperse it throughout the
practice portion of the curriculum. The group commented on the strengths and
weaknesses of both approaches, and ultimately, I asked the CDT if I could spend time
considering both possibilities over the coming week.
Our final discussion point of session 5 was in response to a question regarding
language. The question proposed employing softer language specifically in reference to
the phrase “White, Eurocentric.” Participant B wondered if using this high-level language
would be divisive and alienate participants. While I am not certain if participant B raised
this question from a place of agreement, he invited me to push back if I felt differently. I
indicated that I believed it was crucial to approach these conversations from a place of
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total clarity with our volunteers so that there was no doubt as to the what, the why, or the
how. Moreover, I categorically believe that to make genuine and lasting second-order
change, one must understand exactly what one is trying to transform. However, I also
recognized that this conviction came from my perspective alone and asked for pushback
as well. Participant F felt strongly that we needed to “maintain a very direct language and
be clear in our actions.” She also stated that “we must be willing to give people the
truth.”
I was indebted to the CDT for the depth of conversation throughout session 5 and
the openness with which everyone spoke, and I was looking forward to the final
curriculum session before the group interview. I expressed that my hope for session 6
was to spend most of our time within the “Practical Application” section of the
curriculum to experience it from a firsthand perspective (i.e., whether it is effective and
functions the way we have envisioned it). With that announcement, I concluded session 5
with words of gratitude and a request for continued prayers.
Session 6: April 12, 2022
Session 6 was held on April 12, 2022, and the entire group was present, including
the notetaker and me. Once more, we engaged in our usual pattern of lectio divina before
engaging the curriculum. As I had done the previous week, I had sent the group an
updated version of the curriculum in an earlier email in case they needed to print it out. I
also let them know that I would give them some time during session 6 to review the
curriculum.
Before examining the curriculum, I updated the group on the theological section
of the curriculum pertaining to our previous discussion. After much consideration, I
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decided to keep the section together but with heading breaks, for two interrelated reasons.
First, I agreed with participant E’s perspective from the previous session. She had
asserted that dividing up the theological foundation and interspersing it throughout the
practical application section would diminish the overall impact of the theology because it
would carry the connotation of being an element contained within application exercises
as opposed to the foundation of the work. Second, I felt strongly that for volunteers
approaching this conversation from a place of doubt or skepticism, clearly presenting the
theological construct early in the process might shape their willingness to participate.
After this update, the CDT took fifteen minutes to review the revised curriculum.
Much like the previous week, I turned off my camera and muted my audio but remained
present in case participants had questions. When the group came back online, a few
minor adjustments needed to be made, primarily with respect to formatting. However,
one pressing conversation arose. Participant A voiced concern with the wording of one of
the learning objectives, and participant E echoed the same sentiment. The outcome in
question read as follows: “To be able to explain the impact a White, Eurocentric teaching
of the Bible has on the spiritual formation of children of color.” Both participants A and
E made the point that we are using this curriculum to change the impact it has on all
children not only children of color, and thus the learning objective should reflect that.
The group agreed entirely, and I made the change.
After completing the brief review of the first half of the curriculum, the CDT
began evaluating the “Practical Application” section by working through portions of it as
a group. This walk-through was meant to help us determine if this section would indeed
function how we had imagined and thus have the potential to be an effective mechanism
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for cultivating a multiculturally inclusive framework. Participant F recommended that we
use the story of Jonah for this exercise. Therefore, we worked our way through both the
evaluation and adaptation portions by utilizing the questions and strategies laid out within
the curriculum. It took the majority of the remaining time, but despite this time
investment, it was viewed as an incredibly transformative exercise—a sentiment
conveyed by all members of the group.
On completion of the walk-through, two minor changes were discussed. The first
concerned the list of questions. The CDT debated whether to move the question regarding
“real-world, authentic connections” up to the “primary questions” list. After discussing
this point, the group still did not have a clear consensus on what to do. Therefore, we left
it situated within the “further reflection” questions but reordered the list so that it
appeared at the top. We also marked it with a star and comment, indicating our hope that
volunteers would be able to engage that question regularly.
The second change was that we decided to include a few of the points the CDT
raised during our time of group reflection in the appendix containing contextual
information about Jonah. While this appendix was in place for another exercise, the
varied perspectives that emerged from this discussion demonstrated how distinctively
people hear and experience the Bible. We felt compelled to include that information as
part of the whole because our discussion highlighted the critical need for a multicultural
lens to foster a space where people can see themselves as part of God’s unfolding story.
After settling these changes, participant B posed a question to the group regarding
feasibility. While he invited the whole group to speak into this question, he specifically
wanted to hear feedback from participant E, a full-time children’s minister, and
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participant F, a former educator and instructional specialist. He prefaced the question by
noting that while he viewed the curriculum as feasible, he also recognized his perspective
as a preaching minister whose vocation naturally connected him to study and reflection.
Participant E’s main concern was that while it is most definitely doable, people (i.e., her
volunteers) must be willing to actively engage in both the conversation and the
implementation for actual change to occur. They must see it as “essential,” to use the
word of participant F. Participant F echoed the same viability sentiment. Still, her main
concern was the length of the session because asking people to remain engaged for four
hours can be very difficult. The timing issue remained a concern throughout the entire
process and could not be reconciled. Therefore, the following suggestions were made: (1)
create informational videos to be used to support and equip facilitators, (2) expressly
communicate the need for facilitators to study this material before beginning a
conversation with a group, and (3) provide facilitators with an electronic version of the
curriculum complete with clickable links. Each suggestion was viewed as increasing the
manageability of the material, thus minimizing the potential for timing issues.
As session 6 closed, I thanked the group for their energy, efforts, and perspectives
and for willingly giving up so much of their time. I also reminded them that there would
not be a session on the following Tuesday, April 19, 2022. Instead, I would have the final
version of the curriculum, complete with the facilitator guide and the journal, sent to
them via email by Wednesday, April 20, and then on April 26, I would conduct our final
session, a group interview.
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Session 7: April 26, 2022
Prior to session 7, I completed the final version of the curriculum, facilitator
guide, and journal to be sent to the CDT. On the evening of Monday, April 18, 2022, I
sent the CDT an electronic version of all three documents. Due to the final length of the
artifact and the potential burden inherent in asking the CDT to print it out, I offered to
mail a hard copy to any of the group members who preferred to receive it that way.
On April 26, 2022, the CDT engaged in the seventh and final session. All five
group members were present for this session, as well as the notetaker and me. As we
began, I welcomed the group and expressed my gratitude for having the privilege of
making this journey with them individually and collectively. Then, for the final time, we
engaged in the practice of lectio divina as a group. We entered into this time of reflection
by reading the Colossian Christ Hymn out loud together. I chose to engage in the text in
this manner so that the words were both washing over each person and coming through
them. The next element was the excerpt video from Stanford, where we were once more
challenged to “not let time march on.” We then closed out this purposeful time of
contemplation in prayer.
While previous sessions had functioned to develop the curriculum and
corresponding elements, I conducted the group interview in this final session to gather the
insider angle as part of the evaluation process.25 I explained to the CDT that I would ask
seven questions, one at a time, and they were invited to answer as many or as few as they

25. Conducting a group interview will often yield “richer data” than if the group members were
interviewed separately because “one person’s response may prompt or modify another person’s memory.”
However, it is also important to note that in group interview situations, there are times where group
members will not feel comfortable completely expressing themselves. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 215.
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felt comfortable answering. I also explained that to maintain the integrity of the process I
would sit back and not interject myself into the conversation.26 Finally, I expressed to the
group that each person should feel free to interrupt me if I moved to the next question
before they thought the current one was complete.
For the interview portion of the session, I would pose a question to the group,
pause, mute my audio, and wait for responses. I tried to be incredibly mindful to not jump
into the spaces of silence, even when they felt elongated, so as not to interrupt anyone.
Likewise, I worked to maintain neutral facial expressions during each person’s response
to limit the possibility that I would communicate either agreement or disagreement and
therefore influence the feedback that I received. Historically marginalized people groups
tend to be the recipients of implicit bias due to social stratification.27 Therefore, creating a
systematic approach to the group interview process was critical to reducing the potential
impact on the data collected.
The CDT then began the process of considering the following seven interview
questions.
1. In what way(s) do you think this curriculum created by the group will enhance
volunteers’ understanding of ministry within a multicultural community of
faith?
2. In what way(s) do you believe this curriculum meets the goals and objectives
as outlined in this project intervention?
3. How well do you believe this curriculum will be accepted by a multicultural
church?
4. What inherent limitations might exist within this curriculum?

26. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 200.
27. Sensoy and DiAngelo, Is Everyone, 63–64.
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5. What, if anything, do you feel should have been added to or omitted from the
curriculum the group created?
6. Imagine a six-year-old child of color being taught by one of our trained
volunteers. After that six-year-old spends six years in this program, what
would you expect the child’s perceptions of God, self, and community to be?
7. Imagine a six-year-old child of European descent being taught by one of our
trained volunteers. After that six-year-old spends six years in this program,
what would you expect the child’s perceptions of God, self, and community to
be?
As the group worked through the interview questions, two aspects stood out as especially
notable. The first is that the group seemed more tentative in areas where conversation
would traditionally have occurred. Upon reflection, I surmised two possibilities for this
hesitation. The first was that due to this session being described as an interview, the
group naturally adopted a more formal stance on how to respond. In other words, they
approached it from the perspective of taking turns to ensure that everyone had the
opportunity to speak without interruption. The second possibility was one that was visible
in the other sessions, at least somewhat, but ultimately did not appear to be as much of a
hindrance as I would have expected overall. This was the effect of the “Zoom delay,”
which influences speech patterns and thus disrupts natural conversation.28 Due to this
auditory disruption, a person’s tendency to respond becomes significantly more stilted
and impacts the overall fluidity of discourse.
Second, as I asked the questions and listened to the responses, I noticed a
moderate amount of overlap and repetition in each person’s responses from question to

28. “Zoom delay” refers to the disruption of natural conversation patterns over the use of this
remote meeting software. The delay is “due to increased difficulty in predicting when one can speak rather
than increased difficulty planning the content of one’s response.” Julie E. Boland et al., “Zoom Disrupts the
Rhythm of Conversation,” Journal of Experimental Psychology: General (2021), advance online
publication: 1 and 5.
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question. This is not necessarily a problem. However, it caused me to scrutinize whether
the final body of interview questions was too narrowly developed.
After completing the formal list of interview questions, I asked one final question
of the CDT: “Is there anything that I haven’t asked that you would like to comment on or
feel is important?” Members of the group added to the conversation in small but
significant ways and highlighted additional points that were important to them.
Moreover, participant C noted that he had been battling COVID throughout the previous
week and had not had a chance to read through the final version of the curriculum. He
apologized for this and communicated that he hoped that he was still able to offer some
useful insight. While it is not ideal that a group member missed the opportunity to study
the final document before the group interview, I believe that because this was truly
participatory action research, he was already so closely tied to the artifact, having helped
create it, that he was able to offer a credible assessment.
With the questions and any additional comments having been addressed, I
communicated to the group the next steps of this overall project and the timeline for
which they could have access to it. I then expressed my extreme gratitude to them, once
again, for blessing this project so wholly with their experiences, perspectives, and love of
God.29 We closed with prayer and signed off our Zoom session for the final time. The
results of this participant evaluation are presented in chapter 4.

29. A point that I believe needs to be highlighted, and is one that I expressed to the CDT, is that
while the individuals that comprised the group changed between the initial development of the project
intervention and the actual implementation, the work of the Holy Spirit was evident. The group of five who
participated in this process were, I believe, the exact five who were supposed to. I could not have imagined
the richness of experience I gained from this time together.

115

Data Collection and Evaluation
According to Sensing, evaluation is a crucial element within a project
intervention. It is the “systematic collection, analysis, and interpretation of information”
about “actual programs . . . to make judgments” about all aspects of the program.30
Having an effective evaluation means selecting methods of evaluation that accurately
compare one’s intended goals with the actual intervention outcome.
It is important to recognize that for research to be deemed credible, it must be
evaluated from several different perspectives. For the purposes of this project, I chose the
multi-methods approach of triangulation. Triangulation is “designed to measure a single
concept or construct” by providing a “complex view” of the intervention, which
ultimately increases the “depth and breadth” of the analysis and leads to a “‘thicker’
interpretation.”31 While it enhances the evaluation, triangulation will not illuminate the
whole picture, and the researcher must keep this in mind.32 Additionally, as one evaluates
a project from the three angles, there will undoubtedly be areas of agreement and
disagreement, referred to as themes or patterns and slippages. At the same time, there will
be “‘realities’ not represented,” or silences, despite the attempt to produce a robust
evaluation methodology. Thus, in an effort not to present a myopic analysis of the project
intervention, areas of convergence and divergence must be accounted for.33

30. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 169.
31. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 172.
32. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 175–76.
33. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 306.

116

One must select meaningful modes of data collection utilizing the three angles of
insider, outsider, and researcher. The insider angle consists of the participants, which in
my case is the curriculum development team. The outsider angle enters into my project
thesis through two outside experts. Finally, the researcher angle is me.34 In relation to this
particular project, the three angles—researcher, insider, and outsider—were the conduits
through which data was gathered. However, field notes and video recordings were the
two specific tools used to aid in the data collection process.
Field Notes
Field notes were recorded throughout the seven sessions by a trained notetaker.
The notetaker was an upper-level student at the university at which I work. She was
recommended to me by a colleague and is a student whom I have had in class. I initially
reached out to her via email with information regarding the basics of the project to see if
she would both be interested in and have time within her schedule to fill this role. As part
of this initial exchange, I also explained that she would receive compensation for her
time. The student indicated that she would be available and happy to participate.
Therefore, before the start of the project intervention, I met with her to communicate a
more detailed description of expectations, and I worked with her on how I would like the
notes recorded (i.e., level of detail, observations, etc.).35 As the notetaker and I engaged
in our training meeting, I asked her to record what was said alongside body language and
nonverbal interactions between the team members.

34. For more information on insider, outsider, and researcher angles, see Sensing, Qualitative
Research, 174–75.
35. I communicated with the notetaker that “field notes provide a straightforward description of
what selectively took place. . . . It is impossible to record everything.” Sensing, Qualitative Research, 288.
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For the entirety of the seven sessions, the notetaker participated via Zoom from
her home. She utilized a modified two-column method of note-taking in which the first
column is divided into two subsections—codes and body language in column 1a and
speaker, main ideas, and observations in column 1b—and the second column is intended
for researcher reflections. The notetaker remained on mute throughout the sessions and
did not engage with the participants other than briefly during the first session when she
was introduced to the group. However, while the notetaker did not verbally participate in
the sessions with the CDT, she is still deemed a participant observer because her presence
“affects how the system reacts and how people behave.”36
Following each session, the notetaker would leave a copy of the field notes in a
shared digital folder. Since the sessions ended late in the evening each Tuesday after a
full day of work, I chose to adopt a pattern of recording any seemingly critical reflections
that stood out to me during the session in a separate notebook that I would then transfer
onto the field notes immediately following the session. At the same time, I added
pertinent observations and expanded on those thoughts first thing the following morning,
as well as added coding detail to columns 1a and 1b. I was able to maintain this pattern
throughout the seven sessions.
Video Recordings
The second method of data collection was video recordings. Consent forms signed
before the start of the project intervention specified the use of the recording feature on
Zoom for this purpose. At the beginning of each session, I waited until our time of lectio
divina had concluded to begin recording. The session was initially recorded to the Zoom

36. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 190.

118

cloud. Each time I activated the record button, Zoom, which has an audible recording
announcement, disclosed to the group members that the session was being recorded. This
acted as a regular reminder to the group. After the recording had been processed at the
end of each session, I removed it from the cloud and saved it to a password-protected
external hard drive. Additionally, I created a transcript of the recording using Rev.com.
This process involved uploading the video file to the website and requesting a transcript.
After each transcript was complete, I downloaded the document, deleted it from the
source, printed it out for coding, and saved it on a password-protected external hard
drive. At the same time, the hard copies of both the transcripts and field notes were stored
in my locked office.
Researcher Angle
As the researcher on the project, I coded entries directly onto my field notes and
within the transcripts to identify emerging themes. Coding is a method for assigning
meaning to data. While it is a valuable tool in research, there are limitations to all coding
techniques. For example, when data is placed within a framework of emergent themes, it
becomes difficult to view it from an alternative perspective. There is also a tendency to
oversimplify the data. Therefore, the researcher must remain cognizant of the complexity
of the data throughout the entire process. Despite these potential hindrances, coding is
necessary to organize data and make working with it more accessible.37
I began by examining each of the documents. By doing so, I was able to distill
emerging themes from the work of the CDT. This practice was completed weekly within
a day of the session. Consequently, six primary themes became evident early in the

37. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 310–11.
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process that would provide the framework for this project and the resulting artifact.
Therefore, I utilized a multistep process in coding the data. I first created a list of pre-set
codes that I anticipated finding in the research. These codes were established through a
review of both my prospectus and Ministry Context Analysis Proposal (MCAP). In
studying both of those documents, I paid particular attention to the theological and
theoretical constructs, the problem statement, and the purpose statement.
Next, I developed a coding protocol that utilized both colors and numbers to
define themes and subthemes. Themes were represented through color, and subthemes
were assigned a numerical code that also corresponded to the color. I coded the data
according to the following six categories and subcategories:
1. Spiritual formation (orange)
1.1 Communication that creates a barrier
1.2 Communication that encourages formation
2. Theological construct (yellow)
2.1 Imago Dei
2.2 Love
2.3 Multicultural church
3. Purpose (purple)
3.1 Understanding the purpose
3.2 Communicating the purpose
4. Impact on children (green)
4.1 Positive impact
4.2 Negative impact
5. Equipping (blue)
5.1 Continued conversation
5.2 Practical application and strategies
6. Co-journeying (pink)
6.1 Reciprocity or learning from each other
6.2 Conversation
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To undertake the process of coding, I made multiple passes over both the field notes and
the transcripts. On the first pass, I used a highlighter to note the primary theme and its
basic numerical code (e.g., 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6). Then, I would label it according to the
subtheme and the corresponding numerical code on the second pass. If I felt undecided
about how to code a theme, I would mark it with a pencil and then attend to it on the third
pass. This included the addition of codes when unanticipated themes emerged. On the
field notes, the numerical code was placed in column 1a, and for the transcripts, I utilized
the left-hand margin.
Lastly, at the conclusion of each coding session, I evaluated whether I needed to
adjust the coding system. I attempted to remain aware of the potential to either overlook a
possible theme or force the data into a specific category. The anticipated codes generally
aligned with the collected data. The only exceptions were the removal of one theme and
the addition of another. The theme that did not appear in either the field notes or the
transcripts was that of universality. Therefore, I removed it from the coding system.
Conversely, the unanticipated theme was that of co-journeying. It was a prevalent theme
that was added to the coding protocol along with two subthemes. Before considering
whether to remove or add a theme, I measured its impact on the project. As Sensing
avers, “If the phenomenon would change by deleting a theme from the experience, then
we know that such a theme is essential to the meaning of the phenomenon described.”38
Throughout the entire process, I remained mindful of that axiom and used it in affirming
codes.

38. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 312.
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Insider Angle
The CDT functioned as the insider angle. Furthermore, their work on this project
was participatory. As Patton notes, one of the key characteristics of participatory action
research is that not only are the participants involved in the process, they are directly and
authentically transforming the process. They make major decisions that shape the
process.39 This was evident in the content of the artifact. Throughout the project, not only
did the CDT shape much of the content, but they also participated in informal member
checks to evaluate the direction of the artifact and keep it reflective of the group’s
perspectives. Additionally, session 7 consisted of a formal group interview to assess the
final artifact.
Outsider Angle
After I completed the final version of the artifact, I provided two outside experts
with an electronic copy of it for written evaluation in April 2022. I had initially
approached the outside experts with an explanation of my project and a request for them
to serve in this role in September 2021. However, as my timeline shifted, I confirmed that
both were still available to participate. While only one expert is required, the scope of
this project benefitted both from their diversity of perspectives as well as areas of
expertise. I chose these two individuals because they are both uniquely qualified in two
very different ways to evaluate this artifact. The first outside expert is Dr. Angela Parker.
She is a professor of New Testament and Greek at McAfee School of Theology at Mercer
University. Furthermore, Dr. Parker has contributed significant scholarship in the areas of
womanist and feminist hermeneutics, as well as the intersection of postcolonial theory

39. Patton, Qualitative Research, 222.
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and biblical interpretation. The second, Dr. Holly Allen, is a professor of family science
and Christian ministry at Lipscomb University. Her scholarship in children’s spiritual
formation greatly influences the discussion for many who practice children’s ministry.
Summary
In this chapter, I have detailed the collection and evaluation methodology of this
project intervention. I also established the importance of intercultural competence as a
foundational element of this framework. Through my session descriptions, I
demonstrated a systematic approach that led to the development of a genuinely
collaborative artifact indicative of the qualities of a multicultural perspective. In chapter
4, I will examine the collected data from the angle of coded themes and compare that to
the other methods of evaluation to look for areas of agreement and disagreement. By
probing the data in this way, I hope to gain greater insight into the potential viability of
the project as a whole.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND RESULTS
The previous chapters have addressed the contextual experience that led to this
project intervention, the theological and theoretical construct that informed the work, and
the methodology utilized to develop a curriculum for volunteers serving in a diverse
children’s ministry. Chapter 4 will examine the themes that emerged throughout the
project intervention to better understand the interaction between the themes and the
outcome. Additionally, this chapter will analyze evaluations of the resulting artifact by
the participants, independent experts, and the researcher. To start with, though, as the
CDT developed the curriculum, themes appeared across the following six areas: (1)
spiritual formation, (2) theological construct, (3) purpose, (4) impact on children, (5)
equipping, and (6) co-journeying.1
Emergent Themes
Spiritual Formation
The first theme, and perhaps the most important since it is the foundation for the
entire project, is spiritual formation. In Along the Way, Ron Bruner employs a definition
of spiritual formation that builds on Evan Howard’s. He states, “Spiritual formation is the
ongoing intentional and semi-intentional process by which God, the community, family,
and the individual bring a believing individual or community more fully into a

1. These six themes emerged as I analyzed and coded the field notes and transcripts from the
intervention sessions.

124

resemblance of the image of Christ, an awareness of the Spirit, and unity with God.”2
Joyce E. Bellous further adds that it is a “sense of felt connection” through which
spiritual meaning is made.3 Equally important to point out is that scholars David Csinos
and Ivy Beckwith, speaking of spiritual formation, assert that children can be “formed in
ways that are not positive and do not contribute to their flourishing.”4 Therefore, attention
must be paid to the elements that inform spiritual formation to encourage constructive
development.
Throughout the intervention sessions, the CDT remained cognizant of and
especially attuned to the impact of a White, Eurocentric approach to Christianity on
spiritual formation. While it would be easy to imagine this theme solely from a negative
perspective (i.e., all the ways that one hinders the spiritual formation of a child), the
group attended to both sides of the conversation—communication that creates a barrier
and communication that encourages formation.
Communication That Creates a Barrier
From early in the process, there was unanimous agreement that everything
communicates something, and as the CDT scrutinized the quote about critically
examining what we pass onto subsequent generations, we considered how that not only
played out in spoken words but in images and songs as well.5 Participant B spoke about

2. Ron Bruner, “Living Deuteronomy 6: Parenting as a Spiritual Discipline,” in Along the Way:
Conversations about Children & Faith, eds. Ron Bruner and Dana Kennamer Pemberton (Abilene, TX:
ACU Press, 2015), 50.
3. Joyce E. Bellous, “An Inclusive Spiritual Education,” International Journal of Children’s
Spirituality 24, no. 4 (2019): 389–90.
4. David M. Csinos and Ivy Beckwith, Children’s Ministry in the Way of Jesus (Downers Grove,
IL: IVP Books, 2013), 85.
5. Weems, “Re-Reading,” 61.
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this from the perspective of normative culture. “It’s problematic when all of the images
shown in a children’s Bible class look like dominant culture, and we hold these
characters up as exemplars of the Bible. What does that say to the child whose skin is
darker?”6 Participant E agreed and further articulated frustration with all the companies
that sell children’s ministry resources that perpetuate the standardization of dominant
culture. She asserted that it was vital that we help volunteers gain “eyes to see and ears to
hear” (Matt 13:9–16) to become more aware that resources are filled with ethnocentric
images and words, which hurts children. The children of color cannot see themselves
represented in the story, and the White children come to imagine a message of
superiority.7 As the group discussed this theme throughout the intervention sessions,
participant A raised the following point of caution: we must not limit this conversation
about people of color only to a Black and White binary. We must also be mindful of our
Asian American, Latino, and Indigenous children.8 This was an important reminder.
While the tendency may be to default to a space of Black and White in conversations
about diversity of race, there exists significantly more diversity than that. Participant B
spoke of the large Latino population within his congregation.9 Over the course of the
seven weeks, as the CDT recognized different ways that the barriers to spiritual formation

6. Participant B, intervention notes, session 1.
7. Participant E, intervention notes, session 1.
8. Participant A, intervention notes, session 4. As will be discussed in chapter 5, this project
intervention primarily centered around the Black and White binary. Brown voices were not extensively
engaged, and while the project, as a whole, has utility with other cultures, it has not sufficiently engaged
with other cultures such as Latinos, Pacific Islanders, etc.
9. Participant B, intervention notes, session 2.
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occurred within their churches’ children’s ministries, two additional key points were
highlighted. First, movement toward ethnorelativism will be a difficult paradigm shift
because there is often a complete lack of awareness of the tendency toward this default
functioning (i.e., people are not even aware that this is happening). The second point is
that this dominant-culture expression of the Bible is so engrained in who we are as
individuals and churches that it remains a monumental shift even if we do recognize it.
This weighed on the group heavily because each person believed in the importance of this
work and wanted it to succeed. Therefore, despite the inherent challenges of putting this
project into practice, the CDT was convinced that the necessity of this project far
outweighed the difficulty of the task.
Communication That Encourages Formation
Like the previous subtheme, this one appeared in each of the intervention
sessions. Generally speaking, the CDT discussed different ideas for encouraging spiritual
formation (e.g., different activities, changing resources, using more inclusive language,
equipping of volunteers, etc.). They also imagined a child seeing themselves represented
in a story and how that would create a stronger connection between the God Story and
themselves. One of the ways the CDT proposed that this could happen was through a
practical application exercise. Through this exercise, volunteers would have the
opportunity to practice strategies that would lead to a more multicultural presentation of
the story of Jonah. As the CDT did the exercise themselves, meaningful discoveries
emerged from this new way of looking at the story. Group members affirmed different
ways the story of Jonah mirrored concerns or realities in their own lives. As the group
reflected on the connection between this more complete picture and their own lives, they
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also imagined a child experiencing that same personal connection. Participant B pointed
out the power differential between the Israelites and the Assyrians and how God tells the
person not in a place of power, Jonah, to approach those who have power, the Ninevites,
and call them out. This resonated with him as a Black male because it mirrored some of
his own life experiences.10 Participant A specifically noted the anger of Jonah at the end
of the story. She asked if children’s ministries typically ended with that part of the story.
She had never remembered doing so, but for the child that struggles with anger, and
specifically anger in the face of power, she could imagine it as comforting to realize that
it is okay for us to sometimes sit down with our very strong emotions toward God.11 By
utilizing the questions in this practical application exercise, the CDT was able to elevate a
perspective that can often be missed in children’s ministry classes (e.g., the frustration
that may have come from the marginalized Jonah being sent to confront the dominant
culture) and apply it to present-day realities as opposed to simply looking at the story
through a moralizing lens. As a result, they were able to encounter firsthand how
different ways of experiencing a story positively impact a person.
Theological Construct
The theological basis of the curriculum and the conversation writ large was
important to the group. The reason for this, as participants B and C discussed, was
because this was the foundational piece that would provide the framework for this
project.12 For any church that might contend that this curriculum and more significant

10. Participant B, intervention notes, session 6.
11. Participant A, intervention notes, session 6.
12. Participants B and C, intervention notes, session 5.

128

conversation is strictly sociological and not biblical, providing the theological
underpinning was critical. As part of the CDT’s work on the curriculum, three specific
subthemes surfaced—imago Dei, love, and the multicultural church.
Imago Dei
Most of the conversation surrounding imago Dei was based on the creation
passage (Gen 1:26–27). We spoke about how important it was for children to both hear
and see how they are made in the image of God. Because children are so concrete in their
learning, the group felt it was important that imago Dei be expressed concretely. In
addition to the unbreakable connectedness to God that comes from the imago Dei,
participant C asserted “in the church, we are all to be one person in the image of God.”13
This landing on Eph 2 then helped the group pivot to what would be the next theological
subtheme, love.
Love
Participants discussed the theme of love—love of God and love of people—
through Matt 22:36–39 and Eph 2. Participant E focused on the Matthew passage and
asserted that while we are called to love God and love each other as two separate
commands, without one the other is incomplete.14 Likewise, Participant C spoke to the
same vertical and horizontal demonstration of love but from the perspective of the
demonstration of love through relationship with God and each other as in Eph 2.15

13. Participant C, intervention notes, session 3.
14. Participant E, intervention notes, session 3.
15. Participant C, intervention notes, session 3.
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Additionally, through love comes a very straightforward but powerful command that
typifies the reason for this project. Participant F said it very precisely.
If we do not love each other and show that love in everything we do—the way we
are with each other, the way we learn with each other, and the way we learn about
God—then we aren’t living the life God calls us to. We’re just not. Love for God
and love for each other is not just important, it should be thought of as nonnegotiable.16
The Multicultural Church
While imago Dei and love were both important theological subthemes, the most
prevalent one was that of the multicultural church. Participant E addressed it early in the
process when she referenced the day of Pentecost and how God moved from a
monocultural church to a multicultural one in that act. She also spoke to how we are
encumbered by individuality and that yoke is counter to Scripture. Scripture demonstrates
and stresses being in community with all people in a way that values all people.17 In that
same session, participant A highlighted how the intentional diversity of languages that
appeared on this day demonstrated a move toward multiculturalism.18 In that discussion
she also noted that it is not enough to simply be a diverse church, and she pointed out
how as one continued through Acts, we could see the multicultural church illustrated.19
Similarly, participant C raised the multicultural example of Acts 15 and the implications
both in that time and for us today.20 Acts 15 and the theme of multiculturalism, in

16. Participant F, intervention notes, session 4.
17. Participant E, intervention notes, session 2.
18. Participant A, intervention notes, session 2.
19. “Diverse” refers to specific language that the group adopted with respect to shared
terminology.
20. Participant C, intervention notes, session 3.
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general, remained part of the theological discussion throughout. However, in session 4
participant B posed a thought-provoking scenario for engaging volunteers in a discussion
on being a multicultural church. He suggested asking the volunteers to imagine what it
would mean for us if there had been no day of Pentecost or Council at Jerusalem. “How
does that impact us? What does that mean for our story?” he asked.21
Smaller theological streams entered the conversation. However, as the group
worked through the theology, the three subthemes—imago Dei, love, and multicultural
church—identified here became the framework for the curriculum developed by the
CDT.
Purpose
In the first session of the CDT, each group member shared their reasons for
participating in this project intervention. Across the board, each member expressed a
clear purpose for giving of their time and energy to participate in what they called a
“monumental but unbelievably important” task.22 As might be expected, the
understanding of the concept of purpose developed as an essential theme. In Patrick
McKnight and Todd Kashdan’s study on purpose, they define purpose as a “life aim that
organizes and stimulates goals, manages behaviors, and provides a sense of meaning.”23
This sense of meaning is significant as McKnight and Kashdan are careful to point out
that meaning does not necessarily drive purpose but rather the development of purpose,

21. Participant B, intervention notes, session 4.
22. Participant E, intervention notes, session 1.
23. “Purpose is a central, self-organizing life aim that organizes and stimulates goals, manages
behaviors and provides a sense of meaning.” Patrick E. McKnight and Todd B. Kashdan, “Purpose in Life
as a System That Creates and Sustains Health and Well-Being: An Integrative, Testable Theory,” Review of
General Psychology 13, no. 3 (2009): 242.
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and “once a purpose becomes developed, purpose drives meaning” through a
“bidirectional relationship.”24 In that vein, the CDT believed that without a clear concept
of the why behind this project, the volunteers asked to participate in it would struggle to
find a reason to engage. Furthermore, “purposeful activities often require exercising
character strengths such as courage and justice that result in challenges against other
people or established norms.”25 This junction between courage and justice and the
challenging of societal norms accurately expressed the necessity of purpose amidst this
conversation. Throughout the discussion the CDT alternated between the terms “purpose”
or “the why,” but regardless of which way the group spoke about it, their assertion
remained consistent. The purpose must be understood and communicated.
Understanding the Purpose
The CDT remained keenly aware of the role that understanding the purpose
played in developing a meaningful intervention for all participants. As part of sessions 1
and 2, I specifically introduced a discussion of purpose, but even after those intentional
moments, the group kept revisiting this idea. As this subtheme emerged, it became
evident that this focus on understanding came from two different angles.
The first seemed to be for the benefit of the CDT. The consistent clarification of
the purpose guided the work of the group. Through this constant recentering toward the
project’s purpose, the group was able to make some difficult decisions about what
elements needed to remain within the artifact and which needed to be removed by
considering whether that element categorically informed the project. A variety of

24. McKnight and Kashdan, “Purpose,” 243.
25. McKnight and Kashdan, “Purpose,” 248.
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informal checks and balances helped this process. Participant F was the most consistent
with keeping the group focused in this area. After we would work through a section, she
asked the group to explain our intent and how that served what we had previously stated
as the goal.26
The second angle was more formal and primarily for the interest of the volunteers
that would use this curriculum. Participant A recommended the development of defined
learning objectives.27 Clarifying the goals in a formalized manner and making them
available to everyone would lessen the possibility of subjective interpretation in
connection with a typically controversial topic. It would also provide transparency about
the direction of the equipping sessions and overall conversations.28 Participant C
articulated the importance of the formal learning objectives to the process. He explained
that understanding the learning objectives would be crucial to encouraging members of
his more politically conservative church body to participate in this type of endeavor.29
Similarly, participant E, as a children’s minister working with volunteers, acknowledged
the long-term benefit of such a clearly defined purpose; by putting this foundation
securely in place, she recognized a greater likelihood of it permeating the organization’s
identity.30

26. Participant F, intervention notes, session 4.
27. Participant A, intervention notes, session 4.
28. Participant B, intervention notes, session 5.
29. Participant C, intervention notes, session 6.
30. Participant E, intervention notes, session 5.
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Communicating the Purpose
While “understanding the purpose” and “communicating the purpose” have areas
of overlap, the CDT maintained the separation of the subthemes because the group
believed that simply understanding the purpose of the curriculum as part of the process
did not equate to effectively communicating that purpose. This had to be attended to as
well. As participant E stated,
With this curriculum we must help the volunteers connect the dots—intentionally
connect the dots. They need to hear from the facilitator, or the minister or
whoever is directing this conversation, how this will affect the ministry and why it
is important to put it into practice, because it won’t be easy. So, to get our
volunteers on board, they have to know their purpose. It’s not enough for that
information to live with the person who is facilitating the session. Everyone else
has to get it, too.31
The question of how to ensure that this happened came up often throughout session 4 and
session 5. One participant suggested including the learning objectives multiple times
within the actual curriculum to make them explicit.32 Likewise, participant B suggested
having the learning objectives written out on large paper and placed at the front of the
room from the start of the training session.33
Another point introduced by participant B and echoed by the other participants
was that by communicating clearly with volunteers about the learning objectives, then if
the discussion veered off course, there was a nonconfrontational way to bring the
discussion back into focus.34 The hope was that this would diminish the possibility of the

31. Participant E, intervention notes, session 3.
32. Participant A, intervention notes, session 5.
33. Participant B, intervention notes, session 5.
34. Participant B, intervention notes, session 5.
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facilitator being viewed as independently leading the discussion and thus pushing their
own agenda. Instead, a redirection by highlighting the learning objectives would
hopefully pull the group of volunteers back into focus and keep the whole exercise built
around mutual conversation and learning.35
Due to a broad spectrum of viewpoints, this topic of a White, Eurocentric
approach to Christianity has the potential to be very divisive. Therefore, the CDT viewed
it as imperative that the developed artifact reflect a clearly defined purpose. Alongside
that goal, the CDT believed that obscuring the purpose would limit the potential of the
work and the willingness for some to even engage in the conversation.36
Impact on Children
As discussed in chapter 1, socialization begins from a very early age in childhood,
and it has far-reaching implications as a result of in-group and out-group biases that lead
to internalized messages of superiority and inferiority amongst children.37 Additionally,
when a child’s capacity to see themselves included in God’s kingdom is diminished, a
barrier to spiritual formation occurs, potentially impacting the child’s long-term
relationship with God.38 As the overall theme of impact surfaced throughout the project
intervention sessions, the group viewed the impact from both a positive and negative
perspective. In approaching it from both vantage points, the group was also able to
unearth some complexities that existed within the conversation.

35. Participants A and E, intervention notes, session 5.
36. Participants C and E, intervention notes, session 6.
37. See Kinder and Kam, Us Against Them.
38. Allen and Ross, “The Benefits,” 17. As noted in chapter 1, inclusion refers specifically to a
high value being placed on both uniqueness and belongingness.
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Positive Impact
When a volunteer serves in a children’s ministry setting, they generally hope and
assume that they’re fostering positive spiritual formation. However, as already
acknowledged, the formation that takes place is not always constructive, and those
serving in children’s ministry not only have to be aware of this potential but mindful of
the role they play within it as well. Two streams of thought surfaced as the CDT engaged
in conversation surrounding the positive impact of languaging within a children’s
ministry, particularly a diverse one.39
First, the group discussed the impact that specific choice of language has on
children and their spiritual formation. Each time this conversation arose, it was couched
amidst a social science understanding of identity formation alongside the importance of
presenting the Bible in an inclusive way (i.e., in a way that fosters identification with the
kingdom of God). Therefore, based on the CDT’s understanding of how identity
formation occurs, each member of the group strongly believed that through an
intentional, ethnorelative presentation of the Bible where children could see themselves
as actively reflected in the imago Dei, children could more easily come into relationship
with Christ because they would feel they were part of the larger story and not simply
observers of the story. In doing this, they would move toward spiritual formation, and
this result is the ultimate goal.40

39. Throughout this thesis, and more specifically within this section on impact, any time the words
languaging, messaging, or communication are used, they are referring to all forms of biblical messaging—
visual, verbal, and written. Each play a role within the system, and each can do significant harm or
exponential good. Therefore, it is important to understand that all are being referenced within this
discussion.
40. Participants A, B, C, E, and F, intervention notes, session 1.
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The group envisioned children’s relationship growth occurring through the many
cultural images of Jesus that are available. Participants A and C considered how valuable
it would be for children to see diverse representations of Jesus in their Bible classes but at
the same time how atypical that would be.41 During session 4, participant C revisited this
discussion by specifically highlighting the different cultural representations that exist as
well as how welcoming and inviting those images would be for children.42
Likewise, the group reflected on passages within the Bible that are often
overlooked because they do not fall within the typical children’s ministry scope and
sequence. The passages they referred to were not just the specific stories where
marginalized voices are elevated or particular examples of multiculturalism like in Acts
but moments in Scripture that speak to a more profound imagery of the Triune God. The
group first discussed Rev 1:14–15. “His head and his hair were white as wool, white as
snow; his eyes were like a flame of fire; his feet were like burnished bronze, refined as in
a furnace, and his voice was like the sound of many waters.”43 The visual imagery of
woolen hair and burnished bronze feet invited their reflection. The CDT also pondered
the moments in Scripture that refer to God’s holy darkness (Deut 5:22; Exod 20:21; 1
Kgs 8:12; Ps 97:2) and how helping children broaden what they see in Scripture expands
their perception of darkness. Participant E was especially drawn to how this could be
communicated to children and how impactful it would be.44

41. Participants A and C, intervention notes, session 3.
42. Participant C, intervention notes, session 4.
43. Participant C, intervention notes, session 2.
44. Participant E, intervention notes, session 6.
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Ensuring a positive impact on children within a faith community setting was of
the greatest import to the CDT. Therefore, the conversation shifted from a theoretical
context to a practice-driven one because the group recognized the significance of action.
This subtheme emerged through the development of a series of questions as suggested by
participant F.45 These questions were intended to be a strategy used in lesson preparation
to, over time, reframe a volunteer’s communication of the message through a more
interculturally inclusive lens. The impetus for this conversation began with a statement
participant F made. She said, “We need to try to help [the volunteers] see things that they
have not seen before in dealing with diversity within the Bible. Highlighting key ideas
will help them open their eyes in how they see God and can help them be better prepared
to teach children and help children see themselves as the image of God.”46
The CDT viewed the questions as one of the most pivotal ways to influence the
work of the volunteers because the strategy was both accessible and impactful.47 While
the group settled on the general list of questions, they engaged in follow-up conversations
to evaluate whether changes needed to be made. Except for a slight reordering of the
questions in session 6, the group consistently agreed that this strategy of questions would
lead to more positive engagement for children in connection with the biblical text.
As the CDT considered the questions, they also noted three substantial ways that
this simple exercise would positively impact children’s spiritual formation both directly
and indirectly. This exercise would encourage the volunteers to recognize aspects of the

45. Participant F, intervention notes, session 2.
46. Participant F, intervention notes, session 2.
47. Participant E, intervention notes, session 3.
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lesson that elevate a multicultural interpretation and as a result discern the differences in
the way one might have previously taught the story from the dominant-culture
perspective compared to new insight. They would also, as a secondary activity,
potentially engage in self-reflection, which would, in turn, promote intercultural
growth.48 Additionally, this exercise would advocate for a broader perspective of the
lesson.49 For example, where a volunteer might tend to fall back on an ethnocentric
understanding of the lesson, active engagement of the questions would hopefully lessen
the likelihood that the default mechanism would prevail. Third, one of the questions
encouraged volunteers to imagine how they might respond to challenging questions
concerning a multicultural approach. In doing so, volunteers would more likely be
prepared to address problematic concerns in a way that honored cultural differences and
did not devalue people who are historically marginalized.50 As the CDT consciously
addressed the need for a strategy that would be constructive, they also recognized that
some of the results were indirect as opposed to direct—shaping the perspective of the
volunteers versus their actual interaction with the children—but they felt strongly that
changing the system meant addressing all parts of the system.51
Negative Impact
Unsurprisingly, the subtheme of the negative impact on children’s spiritual
formation was predominant from the first session. Participant F stated:
It can be easy for adults to believe that children feel comfortable during the lesson
because for many volunteers, they are teaching the same lessons that they have
48. Participant B, intervention notes, session 4; Hammer, The Intercultural, 84.
49. Participant C, intervention notes, session 6.
50. Participant F, intervention notes, session 6.
51. Participant B, intervention notes, session 2.
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always taught, and they are teaching them in the same way that they have always
taught them. If we keep doing this, we are going to keep getting what we have
always gotten, an exclusive Bible. Individuals must have other-awareness, and
specifically for older volunteers like me, it is important to train them in how to
consider both self-awareness and other-awareness.52
She accentuated a very important point in her statement: children’s Bible lessons have
long been taught this way. From the message of the story to the images and resources
used, the lessons have remained consistent over many, many years. While in most areas
that level of constancy might be considered a good thing, in this instance, it is not
because the messaging is flawed. It promotes a White, Eurocentric perspective that
diminishes people of color, and unless there is intentional attention toward changing it, it
will continue without interruption.
However, according to the CDT, the root of the issue goes deeper than simply
helping volunteers see that they are communicating the message of God through an
ethnocentric lens. Participant B asserted that the volunteers need also to understand that
the White, Eurocentric viewpoint is damaging to the spiritual formation of children.
What we are telling kids of color is “hey, you are all made in the image of God
but not enough for me to make sure you can see yourself in this lesson and not
enough for me to make sure I am considering your feelings. But remember, you
are the image of God.” Yes, that is a harsh way of saying it, but it is also the
reality. 53
Because of the impact of internalized dominance and internalized oppression, the
messaging used in children’s Bible classes must be critically evaluated. Participant A
reflected on the negative effect of an ethnocentric communication of the gospel not only
on children of color but on White children as well. She said, “As someone growing up in

52. Participant F, intervention notes, session 1.
53. Participant B, intervention notes, session 2.

140

mostly White spaces, I did not get a full understanding of people of color.
Multiculturalism in our Bible classes is not only important for children of color. It is for
all children.”54 Participant E emphasized this point as well and added to it by saying,
What we often imagine to be neutral language in our Bible stories elevates
dominant culture while dismissing nondominant culture, and it is incredibly
damaging to both White children and children of color because it emphasizes a
superiority of dominant culture that is then lived out in other aspects of life while
also presenting a message that children of color are not as important in the eyes of
God.55
As the CDT continued to investigate this subtheme, they peeled back the layers of
complexity that contribute to the negative impact on children’s spiritual formation, and in
doing so, they arrived at a reasonably significant concern—the role that Christian
publishing companies and general children’s ministry resources play in perpetuating this
damaging framework through the use of best practices.
“Best practice,” as defined by Merriam-Webster, is “a procedure that has been
shown by research and experience to produce optimal results and that is established or
proposed as a standard suitable for widespread adoption.”56 The group questioned the
legitimacy of best practices within the children’s ministry sphere. Were the methods
touted as “best practices” actually researched and considered from a multicultural angle
or simply the default structure because the White, Eurocentric lens had deemed them to
be such?57 As this question was raised by participant B, it led to a discussion of how this

54. Participant A, intervention notes, session 6.
55. Participant E, intervention notes, session 6.
56. Merriam-Webster, s.v. “best practice (n),” accessed May 10, 2022, https://www.merriamwebster.com.
57. Participant B, intervention notes, session 4.
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default structure appears within a children’s ministry and how it negatively impacts
children. One of the most egregious representations that the group discussed was a
conversation about the “Wordless Book,” “Wordless Bracelet,” and “Jelly Bean Poem.”
The “Wordless Book” and the “Wordless Bracelet” are used to tell the story of salvation.
In this message, the color black is used to represent sin. Some versions refer to it as a
black bead or page and others as a dark bead or page, but regardless of which
terminology is chosen, the color of the representation is black, and black is equated with
sin. Similarly, with the “Jelly Bean Poem,” which is often used at Easter to tell the story
of the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus, the black jelly bean is aligned with the sin
that Jesus washes away, once again perpetuating the notion that black is bad. As the
group discussed this resource, it was frustrating to realize that many people view it as an
effective ministry tool. Participant B said,
You would think that people would see this and realize what all it communicates,
how it others children of color, and declares black as bad. It’s really hard to
process that people don’t automatically recognize that it is damaging. But the fact
that churches are still using it is unbelievable. It is so damaging. What are we
doing to our children?58
The “Wordless Book,” “Wordless Bracelet,” and the “Jelly Bean Poem” are only
a few examples of resources that negatively impact the spiritual formation of children.
Numerous resources are centered around dominant culture, and even for those resources
that attempt to be more multiculturally inclusive, there is concern. Participant E pointed
out that many of the resources she comes across as a children’s minister do not offer a
diverse perspective or diverse images. Even the images that are shaded with darker skin

58. Participant B, intervention notes, session 4.
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tones still exhibit European facial features in many instances.59 This led to the
observation that when one considers the messaging conveyed through children’s ministry
resources, one must reflect on whether there is something deeper and more implicit at
work. As the CDT discussed this concept, they did not imagine the production of artifacts
to emanate from a place of malicious intent.60 However, the fact that even darker-skinned
illustrations were sometimes drawn with European features spoke to the impact of
unconscious bias. Therefore, simply addressing the physical resources would not be
enough. The underlying influence needed to be addressed as well.
Implicit bias is an invisible force that often is not realized as active until the
moment that its impact is felt, and that impact can be profound. As the CDT reflected on
the negative impact of implicit bias, participant C spoke to his experience as a White
male of being unaware of its presence until times when it would rear its head as he
misstepped.61 Along with the acknowledgment of its presence within his own life, he
stated the importance of engaging in this conversation with other dominant-culture
people, especially relative to spiritual formation. As the CDT continued this conversation,
participant E asserted the necessity of having the “White Jesus” conversation with the
volunteers to encourage self-reflection regarding implicit bias (i.e., why a diverse
representation of Jesus would cause them to pause). She stated, “You absolutely cannot
do this equipping with volunteers and not have this conversation. It’s too important to the

59. Participant E, intervention notes, session 4.
60. Participants A, B, C, E, and F, intervention notes, session 4.
61. Participant C, intervention notes, session 3.
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overall understanding.”62 Participant F echoed the necessity of this conversation and even
proposed it as an icebreaker activity for the volunteers to participate in.63 She believed
that engaging the volunteers in a conversation that required everyone to examine their
motives and place on this journey would help people become more aware and hopefully
more open to purposefully working toward an environment that would not hinder
spiritual formation. This was another instance where the CDT’s conversation was related
to the subtheme but in an ancillary way, thus emphasizing the layered complexity of this
conversation.
Equipping
The theme of equipping speaks to ensuring that volunteers are able to engage in
this material in a way that is informative and will move the system toward substantial,
long-term change. It also investigates effective ways to put strategies into practice.
Continued Conversation
The first subtheme of equipping is continued conversation. From very early on in
the process, the group felt uncomfortable calling this a “training” session for a couple of
reasons. First, referring to it as a “training” session implies that it is a singular or
standalone event that will sufficiently provide a person with the information one needs to
be “qualified.” The group avoided the language of training so as not to misrepresent the
intent. Instead, the CDT viewed it as an open-ended conversation through which
understanding and growth would happen over a continuum and ideally over time. As
62. Participant E, intervention notes, session 3. The “White Jesus” discussion, in simplified terms,
involved asking people to consider why a White representation of Jesus is deemed to be normative while a
Black representation (or other racially diverse representation) is generally challenged as not being
historically accurate and elicits tension.
63. Participant F, intervention notes, session 3.
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participant E stated, “I see it as being something that is ongoing and continual. Give
individuals bits and pieces that can be easy for them to swallow and implement, but then
keep repeating those bits and pieces and adding to the knowledge base. It cannot be just a
one-and-done.”64 Participant C added to this idea by suggesting that the title of the
equipping opportunity needs to indicate that it is a journey as opposed to a finite
destination.65
Furthermore, the CDT spent significant time working through a framework for the
overall equipping opportunity that would make it (1) manageable to the person or people
facilitating it, (2) accessible to the volunteers embarking upon this conversation, and (3)
sustainable for the organization using it. Ultimately, the discussion of the structure
encompassed a combination of timing and content.
Various recommendations were made concerning time. Participant C suggested a
pattern of training that extended over multiple weeks or a quarter system.66 Participant F
voiced concern with setting it up to span many weeks, from her experience in leading
educational equipping sessions. “You cannot divide this important information into
multiple sections to be carried out over weeks. You must convey the important
information in this first conversation session to have a clear understanding of the goal.
Otherwise, you decrease the effectiveness of the framework.”67 While a discussion of
timing could potentially be considered unimportant and a matter of organization, it was
crucial to the topic at hand because without a systematic approach that was ultimately
64. Participant E, intervention notes, session 2.
65. Participant C, intervention notes, session 2.
66. Participant C, intervention notes, session 4.
67. Participant F, intervention notes, session 4.
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practicable, the effectiveness of this equipping opportunity would be diminished. As the
group worked to condense the session within a three- to four-hour time frame,
participant A helped the group imagine the timing elements of each part of the curriculum
so that nothing essential was left out.68 To support this structural theme, participant F
reminded the group that “the main thing had to be the main thing” and timing had to
make room for that, which would mean making some difficult content decisions because
otherwise, the purpose would be lost.69
Another important element centered around ensuring sustainability, especially
considering the number of volunteers that often go through a children’s ministry. Because
the CDT believed that this equipping opportunity must be viewed as a continuing
conversation and carried out on a recurring basis, there was a tension that existed in how
to do that, considering the volunteer complexities.70 Participant E communicated this as
her most significant concern, but she also felt like the more that we could structure the
equipping session in a way that helped volunteers (1) view the material as accessible, (2)
see the purpose in it, and (3) realize the significance in pursuing it, the more likely it was
that they would be able to see it as valuable and be willing to make time for it.71 At the
previous session, participant C had suggested creating a separate facilitator guide to

68. Participant A, intervention notes, session 5.
69. Participant F, intervention notes, session 5.
70. Typically speaking, children’s ministry volunteers often serve on either a monthly or quarterly
schedule. Therefore, depending on the area of service (e.g., nursery versus Bible class versus children’s
worship), a children’s ministry is changing volunteers every month or every thirteen weeks. Therefore, the
concern becomes not only the constant changing of volunteers that all need to be engaged in this
conversation but also the number of volunteers.
71. Participant E, intervention notes, session 5.
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accommodate extra material so that there would be two more manageable components—
a curriculum guide and a facilitator guide. Participant E also suggested a journal for the
participants to use for reflections and note-taking.72 These elements provided some of the
needed easement that participant E mentioned in session 5.
Practical Application and Strategies
The second subtheme of equipping was practical application and strategies. One
of the ways the CDT attended to this important element was through the development of
questions to be applied to lesson preparation.73 The benefit of these questions as part of
the overall project has already been discussed and therefore does not need to be revisited
here. However, it is important to mention that from a coding perspective, the questions
were illustrative of this theme of practical application and strategies as well.
This idea of practical application and strategies emerged through repeated
discussions on the importance of having a practice component within the curriculum.
Participants C and F both spoke to this need, and participant F regularly reminded the
group of its necessity.74 Participant B pointed out that there are often times when he
attends conferences and feels like he comes away from the conference only having
received information, when he also needs strategies for applying the knowledge.75
Participant F also echoed a similar mindset when she asked us to consider the questions,
“What do we want everyone to come away from this knowing? What do we want them to

72. Participants C and E, intervention notes, session 4.
73. As this subtheme has already been discussed, it will not be addressed within this section.
However, because it was coded for both themes, it is mentioned within this section as well.
74. Participants C and F, intervention notes, session 2.
75. Participant B, intervention notes, session 4.
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be able to do?”76 The group regularly returned to the assertion that it would also be
important for the volunteers to believe that change should be intentionally pursued;
however, they must also be given the tools to implement that change.
The second important point raised within this theme of practical application and
strategies was helping the volunteers clearly understand what they are attending to, what
they are doing, what they are combatting—not only the why behind it, but the actual
what. The CDT remained very direct throughout the sessions with how it talked about
this overall issue. It used specific terminology such as “White, Eurocentric,”
“marginalized people,” and “unconscious bias” and asked difficult questions. This
allowed the group to move through the conversations with clarity, which was a strength
of the work. However, toward the end of session 5, participant B asked the group to
consider whether the high-level language might cause people to disengage from hearing
the critical message.77 As the group considered his thoughts, both participants E and F
voiced disagreement with the use of accommodating language. Participant F said that
“we need to call it like it is, using correct terminology. We must give people the truth.”78
Participant E asserted that “there have been way too many times where churches have
been avoiding these issues. It’s not easy and can be uncomfortable, but we need to
address these issues, and we need to know exactly what we are addressing.”79

76. Participant F, intervention notes, session 4.
77. Participant B, intervention notes, session 5. It is important to note that he did not necessarily
ascribe to this belief, but he wanted the group to consider a variety of perspectives.
78. Participant F, intervention notes, session 5.
79. Participant E, intervention notes, session 5.
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Participant B heard what they were saying and expressed understanding with those
perspectives but also acknowledged that a more conservative base would possibly walk
away from this conversation before it could even start; he wanted us to consider that
point.
Equipping, through practical application and strategies, is one of the foundational
elements that can lead to systemic change because it encourages people to function
differently within the system. Therefore, the CDT’s aspiration to move toward systemic
change ensured that equipping remained a prevalent theme throughout the project
intervention sessions.
Co-journeying
The final theme for discussion, which I had not anticipated, was that of cojourneying. Co-journeying speaks to the posture through which one approaches this entire
project—both from the perspective of the work of the CDT as well as that of the
volunteers who will engage in this study. Co-journeying is the idea of reciprocity or
learning from each other and engaging in a conversation.
Reciprocity or Learning from Each Other
When one enters into difficult conversations, the individual should do so from a
space of willingness to listen to others, learn from others, and provide grace. Winters
states,
Inclusive conversations are dialogues between two or more people of different
cultural backgrounds. . . . Inclusive conversations require the courage to critically
self-reflect, to acknowledge what you don’t know, and to embrace a willingness
to learn. The desired outcome of inclusive conversations is enhanced mutual
understanding that leads to equitable solutions. . . . If we don’t learn to talk about
our differences, there is no hope for achieving equity, inclusion, and belonging.80
80. Winters, Inclusive Conversations, 5–6.
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Attention to reciprocity acknowledges that we all bring differences to the discussion, and
as a result, we must be willing to hear each other and learn from each other’s unique
perspectives and experiences even if we do not understand them or they have not been
our experience.81
Participant B believed that the facilitator, specifically, must give part of their own
story to enter into a space of vulnerability with the group and to be connected to the
group; participants C and E echoed the importance of a facilitator who is on the learning
journey as well.82 As discussions on the need for reciprocity continued, participant A
posited that through a willingness of individuals to share their own experiences, the
participants could examine those experiences and learn from each other (i.e., the same
vulnerability that participants B, C, and E had expressed).83 Participant B made the
following statement: “As the facilitator, they are co-journeying with the volunteers.
Being able to acknowledge the fact that everyone can learn from each other is helpful.
The facilitator should be someone that is a part of the group, not someone who sits
outside of the group.”84
To further foster this sort of vulnerable reciprocity, participant A suggested
creating a community covenant.85 The purpose of this community covenant would be to
cultivate a space where mutual learning could take place while still recognizing the

81. Winters, Inclusive Conversations, 91.
82. Participants B, C, and E, intervention notes, session 3.
83. Participant A, intervention notes, session 4.
84. Participant B, intervention notes, session 5.
85. Participant A, intervention notes, session 5.
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tension that commonly exists within this conversation. As the group discussed what that
might look like, participant C recommended including the concept of conversation
couched in grace within the covenantal guidelines because he was conscious of his role as
a White male and the constant learning that he was doing.86 While he referred to it as a
“safe space,” participant A asked for it to be called a “brave space” instead since a
facilitator cannot ensure felt safety for everyone. The following “brave space” elements
embodied the idea of co-journeying and reciprocity. They are as follows:
1. Respect the experiences and feelings of others by taking responsibility for the
effects of your words.
2. Remain mindful that everyone has a different experience.
3. Ask for clarification when needed.
4. Challenge yourself to contribute to a conversation even if your contributions
are not perfectly formulated.
5. Offer grace in this space as we walk through this journey together.87
The group envisions reciprocity occurring in other ways as well. One such option
was through different modes of reflection. The CDT viewed reflection opportunities as
essential for the process because they would allow people to listen to and learn from each
other. Participant E appreciated the presence of reflection questions throughout because
that reinforced the necessity of reflection as part of the process. However, participant A
was concerned that the volume of reflection questions would dilute their impact and curb
the ability to get through the material as a whole.88 As this conversation would span

86. Participant C, intervention notes, session 5.
87. Winters, Inclusive Conversations, 21; Participant A, intervention notes, session 5.
88. Participant A, intervention notes, session 4.
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multiple workshop sessions, participant F reminded the group that not all reflections
would need to be answered out loud or with the whole group. For one reason, there would
be a level of discomfort that might cause people to shut down.89 Therefore, participant B
posited that utilizing a variety of reflection types (e.g., talk-and-turn, self-reflection,
journal reflection, and group reflection) could still help the group remain present
co-journeyers but allow the salient moments of reflection to receive greater attention.
Conversation
“What can you as a White person teach me as a Black person about my
experience?”90 Participant B used this question to remind the CDT that unless the group
was careful, there was the possibility that the dynamic of the equipping session could turn
into a space that communicated expertise from the dominant culture. Therefore, he
wanted the group to remain mindful of not putting the facilitator in a position of acting as
the “teacher”—especially if the person was White. Additionally, the CDT emphatically
recognized that this curriculum could not be about any one person “teaching” everyone
else. It had to be a conversation between co-journeyers. For the person guiding the group,
facilitation and not the bestowing of one person’s wisdom on a group of people was
key.91 However, as discussed multiple times, this was not going to be easy. Participant B
made the following statement: “It would be great if all of this could just be an organic
conversation that just happens, but it generally is not, and so we have to find ways to

89. Participant F, intervention notes, session 5.
90. Participant B, intervention notes, session 3.
91. Participant B, intervention notes, session 3.
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encourage the conversation. To make sure it happens. The kingdom of God is depending
on it.”92
As participant B so clearly stated, “it would be great” if churches were able to cojourney in a way that just sort of occurred, but the group was also aware of how unlikely
that was to happen. It required intentional pursuit. Therefore, as the CDT discussed the
possible obstacles that might appear while walking this path together, they were also
firmly committed to doing so.
Evaluation of Findings
Qualitative research must “establish coherence between the ministry context,
problem and purpose statements, intervention, evaluation, and results,” states Sensing.93
Engaging in research that demonstrates congruity produces rich and robust “data critical
for the design, evaluation, and ongoing health of institutions like churches.”94 The
priority of this project is to foster a healthy, multicultural, and inclusive organization that
does not create barriers to spiritual formation. To determine if this project is effectively
moving in that direction, I will utilize three analytical frames of reference. I will begin by
evaluating the artifact through the lens of the researcher (myself). Secondly, I will
examine the insider evaluations of the CDT, and lastly, I will employ the feedback of my
outside experts. Through this process I hope to increase the understanding of this project
as a potential resource for organizations engaging in multicultural conversations and
provide a transparent assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of this project.

92. Participant B, intervention notes, session 4.
93. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 108.
94. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 151.
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Evaluation of Researcher
The six coding themes and their subsequent subthemes are necessary markers of
the evaluation process because one of the measures of a valid outcome is coherence
throughout the project. While the themes emerged from the intervention sessions, it is
now important to examine whether they also directly correspond with the artifact (i.e.,
whether a theme is present and how it manifests itself).
Thematic Presence
The first theme of spiritual formation encompasses communication that either
creates a barrier to or encourages formation. Throughout the development of the artifact,
spiritual formation remained at the forefront of the discussion. Therefore, the artifact is
constructed with activities to evaluate and adapt ministry resources to guide volunteers
toward creating a multicultural communication of the gospel with the express purpose of
fostering healthy spiritual formation. Instructive material is also included within the
artifact to provide volunteers with foundational knowledge that will broaden their
awareness and lead to a better understanding of the impact that a dominant-culture
message has on spiritual formation. With the intended outcome of the project focused on
spiritual formation, this theme of spiritual formation and a clear understanding of the role
that communication plays in spiritual formation must permeate the entirety of the artifact.
The second theme represents the theology of the artifact. Due to the potentially
divisive nature of this topic, especially within biblically conservative contexts, the artifact
must demonstrate a firm foundation on Scripture. The artifact demonstrates this
foundation in two ways. First, it contains a clearly defined narrative that reflects how
being created in the image of God is rooted in love and how, through a love of God and
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love of people, we should embody what it means to be a multicultural community of faith
as exemplified by the early church. Furthermore, the theological construct has been
placed near the front of the curriculum to make it both a prominent part of the equipping
opportunity and to clearly communicate its importance in the overall process. In other
words, the intent is to unequivocally point out how this multicultural framework wholly
represents who God calls us to be.
Despite the strength of the curriculum in general, and more specifically the
careful attention toward communicating a Scripture-based foundation within the work,
for some people the theological underpinning is not compelling enough to view this as an
issue that churches need to address. Instead, it will most likely be construed as a social
issue rather than an ecclesial one. This weakness really cannot be addressed by the
artifact. It is simply inherent within the overall discourse.
While careful attention was paid to grounding the resulting artifact in Scripture,
the third theme of purpose walks parallel to Scripture. In this case, purpose entails both
understanding and communicating. For both the facilitators and the volunteers who will
participate in the equipping session, clarity of purpose will help those who might struggle
with this curriculum begin to appreciate its scriptural relevance. Purpose, thus, walks
parallel to Scripture because Scripture defines the purpose. The artifact clearly details the
purpose by providing the facilitator with elements such as learning objectives, a
community covenant, and additional instructional material. It also provides guidance on
how to communicate those things along with the overall curriculum to the volunteers. For
example, all of the educational components, the elements that inform the purpose, of the

155

curriculum have been scripted in case a facilitator does not feel comfortable presenting
parts of the curriculum.
The next theme is the impact of a White, Eurocentric approach to Christianity on
children. Within this theme, the CDT considered elements that would foster second- and
third-order change in volunteers to develop a ministry environment that positively
impacts children.95 Because this theme requires action by the volunteers in addition to
awareness, the artifact utilizes strategies that will encourage both cognitive and
behavioral frame-shifting, thus hopefully leading to significant and lasting change. For
example, the list of questions for volunteers to apply to lesson preparations is intended to
foster movement toward an ethnorelative perspective in Bible classrooms. Similarly, the
discussion within the artifact regarding the “Wordless Book” and “Wordless Bracelet,”
the harm they cause, and the impact of resources generally will begin to help volunteers
reflect on elements such as internalized messaging based on race. Also, there are
equitable engagement guidelines for the volunteers to utilize and reflect on as part of their
own growth opportunity within the equipping session and also in their children’s ministry
classrooms.
However, while there is an overwhelming reflection of this theme within the
artifact, one notable weakness should be pointed out: greater awareness by a volunteer
does not automatically lead to a behavioral change. Intentional work and reflection must
also accompany awareness for lasting change to occur. Humankind naturally defaults to
what they know, and because a White, Eurocentric expression of Christianity has been

95. This specific language of second- and third-order change was not used within the sessions, but
the principles were present within the discussion.
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engrained in dominant culture, it is not an easy change to make. Therefore, while the
curriculum demonstrates good foundational pieces for helping a volunteer make a
paradigmatic shift, the volunteer will need to personally invest through self-reflection and
personal accountability to bring about change so that ministry environments are places
that positively impact children.
The fifth theme is that of equipping, and the subthemes are continued
conversation and practical application and strategies. As previously discussed, this
curriculum cannot be viewed as a standalone opportunity and must be communicated as a
starting point in a journey. Therefore, the artifact contains intentional language
throughout to convey that point to both facilitators and volunteers. In reference to the
other subtheme, the CDT believed that it was necessary to include practical application
examples and strategies to help volunteers grow in adapting their current methods of
teaching toward a multicultural approach. Therefore, the second half of the curriculum is
a practical application section. The artifact guides volunteers through a series of steps on
how to evaluate and adapt lessons. Part of those steps is the lesson questions. However,
the artifact not only lists the strategies but also includes time for the volunteers to put
these strategies into practice as a group and receive real-time feedback. An additional
strength to note is that the artifact is carefully structured in the format and amount of
content to avoid overwhelming volunteers. However, this mindfulness meant that some
difficult decisions had to be made concerning what remained in the curriculum, was
moved to the facilitator guide, or had to be removed.
Regardless of the overall strength of this theme, two weaknesses should be
addressed. The first is the length of the equipping session. As the artifact’s structure took
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shape, there was tension between how much time truly was needed for the content versus
how much time would be reasonable to request from a group of volunteers. Due to
various constraints, the resulting artifact is set at four hours. This length of time is
pushing the boundaries of how much focused attention a group can give, but ultimately,
there was no way to shorten the curriculum without losing elements that the CDT viewed
as “non-negotiable.” The second weakness is that while the curriculum provides a clear
rationale and strategy for this initial equipping session, that level of transparency does not
ensure that volunteers will shed what they have always “known” and endorse and engage
in this work of creating a multicultural and inclusive environment. It requires investment
and disentanglement on their part to enter into a space where change can occur. The same
goes for a volunteer’s willingness to consistently apply the strategies contained within the
curriculum, such as the questions, to develop inclusivity. The artifact makes movement
toward inclusivity accessible, manageable, and sustainable, but that does not ensure that
it will be viewed as such and substantially engaged in.
The final theme is that of co-journeying. When first embarking on this project
intervention, I did not anticipate this theme. However, it was the one that the CDT most
strongly indicated. The CDT asserted that due to the dynamics that naturally exist
surrounding conversations on race and ethnicity, this equipping opportunity had to be
viewed through the lens of co-journeying. The facilitator needed to gently guide and walk
with the group as opposed to teaching or leading. As a result, the artifact contains
language that emphasizes how the group will learn from each other, with the facilitator
also acting as a co-learner. This is primarily evident through the guidelines for equitable
engagement. These guidelines were put in place so that historically marginalized people
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groups would not be overlooked, as can often happen when dominant-culture participants
share their experiences and perspectives. Also, the artifact helps the facilitator set the
stage for the boundaries of the session through the following introductory material.
It is vital to remember that this conversation is one of group co-journeying. We
will all learn from each other, and we will all grow with each other. Everyone in
this room loves this church and loves our church family. As we enter further into
this dialogue, we must remain mindful of the variety of perspectives and
experiences that exist in this room and respectfully make space to hear from all
voices. Do not hesitate to comment, ask questions, or ask us to spend more time
reflecting on a part of this conversation. At the same time as a facilitator, I will
hold us to the community covenant that we talked about earlier—listening
actively and with an open mind, speaking from an “I” perspective, utilizing
equitable engagement practices, and fostering a brave space.96
Another way the artifact encourages reciprocity and conversation, the two
subthemes of co-journeying, is through the different reflection opportunities written into
the document. These opportunities are sometimes turn-and-talk, large group, or table
discussions. By intentionally sharing, a volunteer can step outside of their perspective and
be exposed to someone else’s.
While the presence of the co-journeying theme is a strength of the artifact, there is
an inherent weakness as it pertains to this theme. Regardless of how well the curriculum
creates opportunities for grace-filled conversation and learning from each other,
conversations about race and Christianity are challenging. Anecdotally, churches are
especially reticent to engage in such difficult discussions, which are often viewed as
politically or socially informed. Therefore, this curriculum, carefully structured, cannot
bring a person into a vulnerable space if that individual has not chosen to engage in it

96. See Appendix B.
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themself. Likewise, it does not ensure that the facilitator will either lead in the manner
intended or succeed at holding the group to the covenantal agreement.
The six themes are evident throughout the curriculum, and the weaknesses that
appear, by and large, would be present regardless of the strength of the artifact. They are
more a byproduct of the nature of the project as a whole and the broad spectrum of
beliefs that exist about this subject. However, the weaknesses are still essential to
acknowledge. In addition to the strengths and weaknesses presented throughout this
section, I raised three imperatives with the CDT at the start of this project intervention. I
believe these are important elements that the curriculum must address. They are as
follows:
1. Clearly communicate the impact that an inability to see oneself as imago Dei
has on a child’s spiritual formation;
2. Identify the internalization that occurs when the message of God in all its
forms is communicated through a dominant-culture lens; and
3. Underscore the overwhelming prevalence of “best practice” in children’s
ministry that elevates a White, Eurocentric culture while simultaneously
marginalizing people of color.
Upon evaluation of the artifact, I believe that the artifact both supports the themes
articulated by the CDT and focuses on the concerns that I came to the project hoping
would be resolved.
An Inclusive Model
The overall purpose of this project intervention was to develop a curriculum to be
used with children’s ministry volunteers within a diverse church to (1) help volunteers
increase their awareness of ethnocentrism in connection with the gospel, (2) equip
volunteers with strategies for how to approach the gospel from a multicultural
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perspective, and (3) foster a multicultural and inclusive environment. However, in
actuality, the project intervention session was its own multicultural exercise through
which growth and transformation occurred. As the team walked through the intervention
as a group, it became apparent that the very type of outcome we hoped to achieve longterm with volunteers was the inclusive model we used to create the resulting artifact. The
project intervention sessions reflected a diverse group with a range of perspectives where
every voice was highly valued for its uniqueness and belongingness and contributed to
the artifact in a meaningful way.97 This is not an easy thing to have happen, but the work
of the Holy Spirit made all of this possible. Furthermore, while the completed artifact is
not what I envisioned when I first began the project intervention, it ended up being a

97. While some of the members of the CDT felt more strongly about certain choices than others,
throughout the entire process, I remained mindful that inclusion is not just ensuring historically
marginalized voices have space to be heard but also listening to those voices as I decenter myself from a
place of privilege and power. This is a crucial point to make because, typically speaking, in the early stages
of diversity, equity, and inclusion work within organizations, the historically marginalized voices are
simply represented, meaning they have no power in the system. Bryan Stevenson, founder and Executive
Director of the Equal Justice Initiative, makes the following statement concerning power dynamics: “Truthtelling has to happen when people who have been victimized and marginalized and excluded and oppressed
are given a platform to speak, and everybody else has to listen.” James McWilliams, “Bryan Stevenson on
What Well-Meaning White People Need to Know about Race,” Pacific Standard, February 18, 2019,
https://psmag.com/magazine/bryan-stevenson-ps-interview. Similarly, Winters, in Inclusive Conversations
underlines the need to engage equity and power as part of inclusion. “You really can’t talk about equity
without talking about power. ‘Equity’ is defined as the treatment of people according to what they need and
deserve. Equity means everyone has access to the resources, opportunities, and power they need to reach
their full potential. In the context of diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI), ‘power’ is the ability to decide
who has access to resources and the capacity to direct or influence the behavior of others, oneself, and/or
the course of events. Power can be based on one’s position or one’s position, influence, and or privilege—
defined as a system that maintains advantage and disadvantage based on social group memberships. Power
thus operates, intentionally and unintentionally, on individual, institutional, and cultural levels. Inclusion is
the act of understanding how those differences intersect and interact in group settings and ensuring that the
differences are valued, respected, and understood. Inclusion is impossible without equity.” Winters,
Inclusive Conversations, 57–58. In her article on marginalized groups in global health research, Pratt
addresses this issue. “Engagement can often lead to presence without voice and voice without influence.
Voices are then excluded from priority-setting, particularly those of marginalized groups. . . . Voice was
defined by interviewees as ensuring individuals have the opportunity to share their views, the freedom to
say what they think, and to have their voices influence what research priorities are set.” Bridget Pratt,
“Inclusion of Marginalized Groups and Communities in Global Health Research Priority-Setting,” Journal
of Empirical Research on Human Research Ethics 14, no. 2 (2019): 169 and 173.
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richer and more robust document as a result of the multicultural and inclusive framework
through which it was developed.
Evaluations of Participants
In the seventh session of the project intervention, the CDT engaged in a group
interview to provide their evaluation of the project’s artifact. The group was asked seven
planned questions followed by a single added question. Below are the questions and an
overview of the responses to the questions, followed by a general summation of the
participants’ evaluation.98
Volunteers’ Understanding of Ministry
The group was first asked: “In what way(s) do you think this curriculum created
by the group will enhance volunteers’ understanding of ministry within a multicultural
community of faith?” The members of the CDT all voiced a belief that this artifact will
create a good starting point for increasing awareness of how Scripture is read, interpreted,
and communicated because “we don’t know what we don’t know.”99 As participant E
stated, “I believe that for some, it will make them aware of even the issues that people of
color, children of color face when learning about the gospel and with using materials that
often portray spiritual characters as not diverse.”100 Participant B continued with that
thought by commenting,
The artifact does a great job of helping people read Scripture in color, to
recognize color in the biblical text, to see culture, to see different ethnicities. . . .
There’s so much more there, that normally we don’t necessarily highlight those

98. See pp. 111–12 in chapter 3 for a list of the interview questions.
99. Participant F, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
100. Participant E, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
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aspects of the text. I think once people become aware of it, they’ll start seeing
those things when they teach them.101
While there was widespread agreement about the curriculum heightening awareness and
acting as a good starting place for this journey, participant C additionally pointed out that
while he imagines this artifact can influence and challenge the way people approach
ministry in a multicultural setting, he worries that it has the potential to overwhelm
people, which might cause them to “check out.”102
Goals and Objectives
After the group was asked to imagine the overall impact of the curriculum, the
next question focused more on specifics. Question two asked, “In what way(s) do you
believe this curriculum meets the goals and objectives as outlined in this project
intervention?” The two most prevalent responses touched on the scriptural foundation
and the practical application. Multiple group members highlighted how the curriculum
clearly laid out the scriptural rationale for engaging in this work—“why it is important
that we talk about this topic and that we care about this topic.”103 At the same time,
multiple members of the group commented on the value of the practical application
component. While those were the primary two comments, additional answers reflected on
how multicultural churches could draw on the curriculum as a resource to provide

101. Participant B, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
102. Participant C, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
103. Participant E, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
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direction.104 “People know exactly where we’re starting and where we are heading to. . . .
[It is] a clear roadmap of where we are going, and it tells us how to get there.”105
Acceptance by a Multicultural Church
While conversations arose throughout the intervention sessions about how willing
people might be to engage in this hard conversation, there was always an
acknowledgment that the diversity present within a church does not equate with an
openness to multiculturalism. Thus, as the curriculum was developed, this reality
remained at the center. The third question measured this concern. It asked, “How well do
you believe this curriculum will be accepted by a multicultural church?” Across the
board, the CDT believed that in a multicultural church, this curriculum would be and
could be an accepted resource to develop a more inclusive lens. However, each one of the
group members also highlighted that they were speaking specifically of a multicultural
church and not a diverse one, and the difference between the two is where potential
concern lay.
I think if it was a true multicultural church based on the way that multiculturalism
is defined, it would be an easier place for it to be accepted. I see it being more of a
teaching tool there. That doesn’t have to be as much of a hurdle to get people on
board or their on-ramp won’t have to be as long. Like [participant C] said, they’d
be somewhat down the path already. . . . I just don’t know too many truly,
genuinely multicultural churches. So that’s kind of the struggle. I know some
diverse ones. Some ones that are struggling and wrestling to be somewhat
inclusive, but the multicultural aspect of it, yeah, I don’t know too many of
those.106

104. Participant A, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
105. Participant F, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
106. Participant B, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
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Another point made by other members of the group is that even if the church is not
multicultural (i.e., it is predominantly White) but the members still have a heart toward
living a more ethnorelative picture of the gospel, possibility of change exists.
Participant A spoke about
churches on a tipping point. I think of a lot of big churches that maybe their
leadership would be very interested in this and wanting to at least in name have
good practices around multiculturalism, whether or not their church is
multicultural. So thinking about it as useful for churches on a tipping point
towards multiculturalism, but also churches who, even if they’re not multicultural,
would like to be more inclusive in their practices, so that at least the children
coming out of whatever ethnic background they have are better citizens for the
world in the ways that they engage multiculturalism.107
One additional point raised by participant C in answer to this question is that this sort of
curriculum lends itself more to a larger church setting or at least one with a greater
infrastructure. He wondered how feasible it would be in a smaller church setting.108
Inherent Limitations
With all projects there are limitations, and it is important to acknowledge what
those limitations might be through an evaluation process. Therefore, the CDT reflected
on potential obstacles through the following question, “What inherent limitations might
exist within this curriculum?” Participant A pointed out that a potential limitation is a
church with people having “the background knowledge to execute something like this” as
well as “the infrastructure.” She further stated that she believed it would be challenging
to get a resource like this into churches to be used.109 Similarly, participant C echoed his

107. Participant A, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
108. Participant C, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
109. Participant A, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
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infrastructure comment from the previous question and added to it the concern of
volunteer turnover and the impact on resources from that perspective. In other words, he
raised the point of how often the equipping session would need to be done to keep up
with the volunteer schedule and curriculum philosophy’s aspect of continued
conversation and growth.110 Along a similar line of thought, participant E voiced a
possible financial limitation. While her church has a little more financial flexibility than
most, not all churches are in that position and might feel hindered by the need to purchase
new resources that reflect a multicultural and inclusive lens.111 Lastly, participant B
brought up two limitations to the curriculum. The first was that many churches are still
segregated and thus do not see the point in engaging in a conversation like this because
“there’s nobody here to do this with.” His second concern pertained to the language used
throughout the artifact. Because of the politicization of this topic over the previous few
years, there will be some people who will find it “offensive . . . and they’re going to shut
down or shut it out, and it’s unfortunate, but I think that’s just a reality.”112
Additions or Omissions
As the CDT worked to develop the curriculum, many conversations arose
regarding what should be included within the artifact. While we had to make difficult
decisions at times in response to that, we needed to consider what might still be lacking.
Therefore, I asked, “What, if anything, do you feel should have been added to or omitted
from the curriculum the group created?” The prevalent response centered around

110. Participant C, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
111. Participant E, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
112. Participant B, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
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facilitator training videos. Three group members voiced concern that facilitators would
potentially feel ill-equipped and could benefit from facilitator videos being added to the
curriculum.113 Another suggestion was to add intentional prayers into the curriculum to
help those participating in the equipping session remain focused. The final
recommendation was to add in some additional definitions for words such as culture and
how that word is related to but different from race and ethnicity. Participant A supported
her recommendation by saying,
I think one of the reasons it’s not necessarily explicit in here is in an effort to stay
away from some of the “hot button” topics, but it is actually an important
distinction. And especially as you’re talking about multiculturalism, if you don’t
define what culture is then that’s complicated because we jump right to race and
ethnicity, . . . but that’s not necessarily the breadth of multiculturalism.114
Perceptions of God for a Child of Color
Questions six and seven moved to the heart and purpose of the project
intervention, to foster a multicultural and inclusive environment that would not create
barriers to spiritual formation in children. Therefore, the CDT was presented with the
following question: “Imagine a six-year-old child of color being taught by one of our
trained volunteers. After that six-year-old spends six years in this program, what would
you expect the child’s perceptions of God, self, and community to be?” Overwhelmingly,
the group responded with a deep hope that a child who has emerged from this type of
ministry would be able to see themselves as valued and made in the image of God and as

113. Facilitator videos are referenced within the introduction of the curriculum. The CDT made
the recommendation early in the project intervention to utilize this sort of additional equipping tool as one
of the necessary elements, and therefore, it was included. However, the response of the CDT during the
group interview indicates that the videos should have been more explicitly discussed as part of the resource.
Additionally, the conversation surrounding the use of facilitator videos highlights the importance of
including them in the overall curriculum.
114. Participant A, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
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a valuable part of the kingdom of God. Moreover, the child would not “feel like the
church or the story of God’s people was something that was separate from her that she
did not have connection to because of her racial, ethnic identity.”115 Similarly, participant
B reflected that he hoped that children of color
felt a sense of beauty in themselves being made in the image of God, that was
language they were comfortable using, and they didn’t see themselves as being
tangential to God’s creation, that they were able to distinguish between light and
darkness versus the color of black and white. They had that distinction, that those
terms don’t necessarily necessitate the same things. And also that reading the
Bible was fun . . . because when you see yourself in stories and stories connect
with who you are, you’re more likely to read them. So, it’s hard to teach someone
to read something when everything seems like it’s foreign or you’re not a part of
it. And so I think it’d be beautiful if children wanted to read Scripture because
they saw themselves in it.
Participant A added to this thought by asserting that through this greater multicultural
environment, churches could see value in the different ways that God is encountered and
experienced so that we are “not limited to one particular culture’s worship representations
of God and to God.”116
Perceptions of God for a Child of European Descent
As noted above, the final two questions asked the group to imagine the long-term
outcome of the artifact. Question seven did so from the perspective of a White child. It
asked, “Imagine a six-year-old child of European descent being taught by one of our
trained volunteers. After that six-year-old spends six years in this program, what would
you expect the child’s perceptions of God, self, and community to be?” The answer from
most of the group members was simple but carried deep implications. They wanted White

115. Participant C, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
116. Participant A, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
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children to “not see Jesus as White,” and with that assertion, they were also stating that
they wanted children to not see the Bible through the White, Eurocentric lens that has
remained so pervasive and has shaped Christianity. Additionally, participant B expanded
on this thought with words that must be presented in their entirety.
I would hope that the White child felt as comfortable, but I also hope that they
feel so uncomfortable when they’re in all Whites spaces that they say something.
Or, when other people ignore people of color in the text that they say something
because they’ve been in such a multicultural environment and teaching space that
it becomes their norm. And that they feel uncomfortable in spaces where there’s
not diversity at all, that they become an ally for a multicultural framework of the
gospel and of teaching the Bible in that way, and that they stand up for that, and
that they see that having people of other races, other ethnicities is a part of God’s
story. And to eliminate [other races and ethnicities] is problematic and that they
feel convicted by that. I hope that becomes the norm for them and not just that it
makes them so uncomfortable that their parents move them, and they leave, and
they go to a place where they can avoid the conversation. So, I would hope that
they feel comfortable in their skin and seeing God working through them and in
them and being reflected in the image of God, but that it bothers them to their
core when they don’t see anybody else that doesn’t look like them in a space.117
Participant B declared this hope that White children would operate from a place of
courage, and participant F also spoke to that being her desire. She hoped that White
children would dare to speak up when their spaces did not reflect a multicultural and
inclusive expression of the kingdom of God and that they would also influence and
impact their parents by what they are seeing, hearing, and learning in classes.118
Additional Thoughts
As we finished the seven scripted questions, I asked the group if there was
anything else that they would like to add. Participant E spoke up with a change that she
believed needed to be made to the curriculum. I had written in the general information

117. Participant B, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
118. Participant F, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
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section of the curriculum that the length of the equipping session is not ideal and is long.
She felt strongly that the reference to the length of time needed to be spoken about in the
affirmative so as not to produce a negative connotation before the equipping conversation
even began.119
View of Project Effectiveness
As the group responded to the interview questions, they generally expressed a
positive view of the project’s effectiveness. They specifically emphasized tangible
elements such as the curriculum’s ability to provide a foundation of Scripture and equip
volunteers to adapt their lessons through the practical application section as markers of
effectiveness. They also expressed the value of the opportunities for transparent reflection
and co-journeying as elements that had the potential to lead to a change in perspective.
The concerns that the CDT focused on within the group interview centered mainly
around the lack of churches, as a whole, that are willing and ready to engage in this
process; the lack of multicultural churches in general; and individuals who might feel
alienated by the topic at hand before even entering into the discussion. As demonstrated
by the group interview, there was an air of cautious optimism surrounding this artifact. It
has the potential to begin to affect change, but that potential does not come without
obstacles.
Evaluations of Independent Experts
Dr. Angela Parker
Dr. Angela Parker served as my first independent expert. Her work as a professor
of New Testament and Greek, as well as her scholarship in the area of womanist

119. Participant E, intervention notes, group interview (session 7).
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hermeneutics and biblical interpretation, makes her an excellent resource to offer
feedback on this artifact.
Dr. Parker gave the artifact thorough reflection and highlighted some of the
following points as strengths of the curriculum. First, she indicated that the theological
foundation of the curriculum is strong and the way it is structured facilitates movement
from a monocultural to a multicultural perspective. Furthermore, she pointed out that the
connection between the theological, sociological, and anthropological concepts allows
them to be in conversation with each other effectively. As she referenced the complexity
of the topic, she also noted that it is “deftly” explored and contains robust resources and
exercises such as “The Many Faces of Jesus,” which encourages reflection on the part of
the participant and the possibility of spiritual growth in everyone.
One of the highlights of Jennifer’s Project Thesis is her engagement with the
many faces of Jesus and how such engagement not only allows children of color
to see themselves in Jesus but allows facilitators and volunteers to engage with
their own discomfort when they view other faces of Jesus. In essence, both
volunteers and children become spiritually mature.
The importance of this point was further reinforced through her reminder that
“reconciliation work demands reflection in order for growth to flourish.” Therefore, in
addition to some of the other exercises, she valued the opportunity for intentional
reflection. Lastly, Dr. Parker highlighted the growth opportunity present within the
curriculum and asserted that this curriculum “serves as a way for facilitators and
volunteers to experience spiritual maturity in the training.”
While Dr. Parker’s feedback was almost exclusively positive, she did highlight
one area of weakness. From a scholarship perspective, she recommended that a footnote
be included to acknowledge that many scholars argue “for a secondary school of Paul
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writing in his name.” Her reason for suggesting this addition was to encourage me to
demonstrate a deeper level of engagement with scholarship regardless of whether this is a
piece of information that would be communicated within a children’s ministry context.
Dr. Holly Allen
Dr. Holly Allen, a professor of family sciences and Christian ministry and an
expert in the field of children’s spiritual formation, served as my second independent
expert. Her work has been instrumental in helping those who serve in a ministry context
better understand the spiritual formation of children.
Dr. Allen also viewed this overall curriculum project as tremendously effective.
She affirmed that the scriptural foundation of the curriculum set the stage to make it
accessible, and she described this section as “strong and potent.” While Dr. Allen
acknowledged that this journey into an inclusive and multicultural space will
undoubtedly be difficult, she also underscored the “gentle” and “hopeful” nature through
which this curriculum makes that journey. Dr. Allen specifically touched on specific
sections such as “The Many Faces of Jesus,” terminology, and the practical application
section as helpful and effectively providing a more solid framework that will encourage
development within the volunteers. She spoke explicitly to the depth of resources
throughout the document as supportive for those who will be engaging in this
conversation. Lastly, Dr. Allen acknowledged the strength of the theological,
sociological, and anthropological elements within the curriculum by citing “the hard
examples of black/dark and sin/bad” and the othering piece as powerful indicators. As
Dr. Allen states,
The curriculum invites participants into a journey of self-discovery first to open
their eyes and hearts to their biases, secondly to gain a perspective regarding how
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very differently others perceive the world, and, finally, to begin sharing a less
Eurocentric, privileged understanding of Scripture and God’s story in order for all
the children we serve will see themselves as fully valued in the eyes of God.
While Dr. Allen’s evaluation was very affirming, there were three areas that she
wanted to address in terms of recommendations. First, she pushed back on a passage
about impact and asked for it to be further clarified. Similarly, she suggested that
additional statements be integrated into the opening section of the facilitator notes to
provide further directness on the purpose of the project. Lastly, she wanted to ensure that
certain elements, such as the learning objectives and the terminology, would be made
available in written form for the participants. She believed that having those elements
directly in front of the volunteers would “scaffold further discussion.”
Patterns, Slippages, and Silences
In qualitative research one of the primary features of data analysis is examining
patterns, slippages, and silences. Patterns are described by Sensing as “areas of
significant overlap” among the different modes of data collection. Slippages refer to “the
areas of disagreement” that “seek disconfirmation of findings.” Silences, on the other
hand, are the “realities not represented.”120 Additionally, Sensing points out that
slippages and silences “represent how things actually occur in the complexity of human
life.”121
By understanding the role that patterns, slippages, and silences play within data
analysis, one can provide a more robust description of the results because the data will be
examined from multiple angles. As Patton states within his text, a common

120. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 306–7.
121. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 307.
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misconception when working with data triangulation is to assume that the goal is to
demonstrate how the various data sources converge. However, this is not the case due to
the complexities inherent in inquiry. Instead, “finding such inconsistencies ought not be
viewed as weakening the credibility of results, but rather as offering opportunities for
deeper insight into the relationship between inquiry approach and the phenomenon under
study.”122 Similarly, patterns within one’s data collection “garner trustworthiness” even if
the sample size is small and from a diverse group because “when any common pattern
emerges from great variation, then value of the information increases.”123 As the project
intervention data is analyzed, I am doing so through the framework of patterns, slippages,
and silences to evaluate the trustworthiness of the overall project.
Patterns
As I compared the areas of agreement between the outsider, insider, and
researcher evaluations, several patterns emanated out of all three angles. The first was the
conclusion that this curriculum would facilitate a greater understanding of what it means
to operate from a multicultural and inclusive perspective as opposed to a monocultural
one. This understanding is further strengthened by tangible strategies for moving toward
an ethnorelative lens. Another pattern that appeared was the convergence of the
theological, sociological, and anthropological concepts. As each angle demonstrated, the
stability of the theological framework is coupled with an explanation of how an
ethnocentric lens negatively impacts a child. The intersectionality then illustrates the

122. Patton, Qualitative Research, 248.
123. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 96 and 168.
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urgency of this conversation. The final pattern to be discussed is a direct result of the first
two. This pattern is the perceived effectiveness of this artifact in a multicultural faith
context. The outsider, insider, and researcher angles all support the belief that, with a
carefully laid out curriculum that (1) clarifies what moving toward and operating out of a
multicultural lens entails and (2) expands one’s understanding as to the wholeness of the
purpose, this artifact would be effective in a multicultural church.
Slippages
In the evaluation of the curriculum, two slippages were identified. The first was
raised by two of the CDT members. They voiced concern that the infrastructure required
to utilize this curriculum effectively would more likely be present at a larger church.
While this did not become a point of larger discussion, the other CDT members also did
not disagree with the infrastructure concern. I, however, disagreed with this assertion
because I believe there are ways to effectively scale it down to be practicable in many
multicultural churches. I believe the CDT was viewing it as led by a children’s minister
because that is the language that we used throughout the intervention sessions, and I did
not do a good job of communicating the format of the curriculum within different types
of church settings. The other slippage appears as a discrepancy between the independent
experts and the other two angles. Both independent experts described the curriculum as
effective at approaching this difficult conversation well, and while I do not entirely
disagree with this statement, I believe it requires clarification. I would say that this
curriculum could be effective with churches that have already begun to engage, even
somewhat hesitantly, in conversations on diversity, equity, and inclusion. There are some
undeniably alienating aspects of this conversation, especially in today’s climate.
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Therefore, both the CDT and I are hesitant to affirm the ability of this curriculum more
broadly.
Silences
The silence of this artifact corresponds with the final slippage discussed above.
The insider and researcher angles both voiced concern with a deficiency of the
curriculum. Our concern is that it will only function well primarily in a church already
engaged in some form of multicultural reflection. Therefore, should we have written two
versions of this curriculum—one in its current form and one that is decidedly more
subdued in the way it enters into and leads a church through this conversation? While the
CDT remained aware of the boundaries exacted by the scope of the project in relation to
its stated purpose, we also wrestled with creating an artifact that would meet people a
little earlier in their journey, then move forward from there. However, it is essential to
remember that this project intervention was designed with the generally multicultural
context of NACOC as the framework. Thus, while it makes sense to acknowledge this
concern as a silence, and perhaps even address it within a later section of this work, we
must also remember that the context shaped the project.
Summary
This project intervention is intended to affect significant change within a
multicultural community of faith. From conception to development to its future
implementation, it has relied and should continue to rely on myriad voices to shape it and
ensure that it remains true to the multicultural and inclusive framework of the story of
God. This is no easy task. However, this project intervention has already demonstrated a
desire to do this through its first four chapters. While the earliest chapters provided
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primarily contextual material and session descriptions, chapter 4 evaluated the resulting
artifact through the lens of the insider, outsider, and researcher participants. Doing so has
encouraged a fuller picture of the project’s strengths and weaknesses. Additionally, the
data gathered from these three angles has further informed the trustworthiness of the
project as well as the personal, theological, and ecclesial significance of this work, as will
be discussed in chapter 5. In addition to the characteristics of applicability and
sustainability, the next chapter will also consider the implications of this work and
propose possible points of further direction. First, though, chapter 5 will begin by
examining the coherence within the findings.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION
When a child of color is part of a church that expresses the gospel through a
White, Eurocentric lens, obstacles to spiritual formation arise because that child struggles
to see themselves as an active part of the unfolding narrative of God. Therefore,
multicultural communities of faith must examine and adjust their practices to cultivate a
space through which every child can see themselves as valued and valuable in the sight of
God. This project intervention, which utilized participatory action research, was designed
to address this concern as part of what must be a much longer conversation. The previous
chapter detailed the themes of the project and evaluations conducted by two independent
experts, the participants, and me as researcher. In this chapter, I will consider the
trustworthiness of the intervention, call attention to areas of significance, and explore
unanswered questions as well as further work.
Interpretation
The purpose of this project intervention was to create a curriculum to be used with
volunteers in a multicultural children’s ministry to reduce the barriers to spiritual
formation that occur when the gospel message is presented through a White, Eurocentric
lens. The CDT and I collaborated over eight weeks to create a curriculum that would
speak to this purpose. We simultaneously embodied a multicultural and inclusive
approach as we worked. As we developed the artifact, four learning objectives emerged
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to provide clarity for those who would eventually participate in this equipping
opportunity. The four objectives are as follows:
1. To be able to identify the scriptural foundation for a multicultural community
of faith.
2. To be able to explain the impact a White, Eurocentric teaching of the Bible
has on the spiritual formation of children.
3. To be able to appraise practices of children’s ministry in order to locate the
dominant-culture framework that acts as a barrier to spiritual formation.
4. To be able to construct practices of children’s ministry arising out of an
ethnorelative framework that supports spiritual formation.
As I analyze coherence within this project intervention, the question that should
be asked is whether the resulting artifact generated by the CDT reflects the learning
objectives. Based on the evaluations of the insider, outsider, and researcher participants, I
would conclude that it does. Each of these learning objectives can be located within the
patterns produced through data triangulation. Furthermore, it should be pointed out that
the appearance of patterns in such a small but diverse sample size further speaks to the
value of the findings. Lastly, the presence of both slippages and silences within the
participants’ evaluations does not weaken the project. Instead, it encourages deeper
observation to determine the complexities at play and be able to respond to them. Each of
these elements, in and of itself, speaks to the coherence of the study. However, as a
whole, they demonstrate an artifact that is significantly richer and more robust than if I
had employed this process unilaterally.
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Trustworthiness
Applicability
In investigating the trustworthiness of a project intervention, an excellent place to
start is with the question of applicability. Applicability is described by Sensing as “the
degree to which findings derived from one context or under one set of conditions may be
assumed to apply in other settings or under other conditions.”1 This is a necessary
consideration because a primary characteristic of qualitative research is its applicability
to other contexts in the field.
When I first envisioned my project intervention, I did so with a specific
congregation in mind—one that had already begun a journey toward multiculturalism and
inclusion, albeit with varying degrees of success. However, as I accepted a new position
that took me out of that particular faith context, new variables impacted the direction of
my project intervention. First, because this project intervention was no longer located
within a single context, I needed to conceptualize it through a potentially broader scope
of applicability while also being mindful not to overgeneralize. Secondly, this broader
scope meant that I would need to rely more heavily on the CDT without being able to
answer context-specific questions to help shape an artifact that would be relevant to
multiple contexts. As the purpose of the project intervention was to create an artifact, the
group needed to design it in a way that was structured enough to provide a well-informed
guiding framework for a complex topic but still adaptable enough to adjust based on the
nuances of the context. I believe that through the specific intervention process, we were
able to accomplish that goal. However, two critical limitations surfaced.

1. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 324.
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First, while this artifact has a degree of fittingness across multiple contexts, it was
developed primarily with a multicultural church in mind, and the content of the
curriculum was designed to be applicable to that framework.2 Therefore, intentional and
careful adaptations will need to be made if it is to be used in any different context. This is
important to recognize because multicultural churches are already engaging in analogous
conversations, and as a result, they are encouraging members (i.e., volunteers) to explore
their faith through a different kind of lens, one that is potentially discomforting but
intentional. Likewise, presence within that community of faith also tacitly indicates a
willingness to participate in this kind of difficult conversation. Therefore, the
mechanisms of the curriculum will hopefully not seem quite as jarring.
The second limitation is in response to the disparate ideology surrounding
diversity, equity, and inclusion. While some people view pursuit of justice work as
wholly based in Scripture, others attach a political or social label to it, which only
increases tensions in the current climate. Therefore, care should be taken when
considering whether to use this artifact within a context connected to a faith community
because, without careful planning and arrangement, the artifact could generate
tremendous discord.
Despite the limitations, significant opportunities still exist for using this
curriculum because as the intervention expands in depth of understanding, so too does the

2. As detailed in chapter 1, three definitions are crucial in understanding this conversation:
diversity, inclusion, and multiculturalism. Diversity refers to the differences that are present such as race,
ethnicity, age, and gender. Diversity does not indicate the presence of inclusion. It is confined to
representation (i.e., what differences are represented). Inclusion is about more than numerical
representation. Inclusion requires that a high value is placed on the elements of uniqueness and
belongingness. Furthermore, to embody a multicultural church, diversity, inclusion, and equity are all
present and contribute to the faith community.
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likelihood of being able to apply it to a variety of new contexts.3 Moreover, I am hopeful
that the use of this artifact will be impactful and affect change systemically, meaning
second-order change, as opposed to only superficially. Based on the strategies included
within the process, the artifact has the potential to lead to substantive change, and
substantive change gives rise to lasting change. Therefore, for a church—whether
multicultural or not—looking to intentionally foster a multicultural and inclusive
environment, this artifact can be the catalyst for the journey.
With this in mind, one can begin to imagine different applications for this
protocol. The first is in a multicultural church such as the one that inspired this research.
For that church specifically, I plan to provide the leadership with follow-up information
from the project intervention to honor the work that came directly from that context.
Additionally, I will visit with the interim children’s minister to determine if she would
like to explore the research further and employ this curriculum within the ministry. For
churches at large who are uncertain about whether they would like to utilize this artifact, I
am prepared to walk with them through the research and curriculum to at least start from
a place of increased awareness because my prayer is that through greater access to the
information, churches will better understand the importance of implementing this work.
Second, ministers from both multicultural and dominant-culture churches engaged
in conversations of inclusion have approached me informally about my project
intervention. They have expressed interest in discussing this research, the resulting
artifact, and its potential impact on their churches, specifically in the areas of children’s
ministry, adult education, and preaching. Furthermore, colleagues have asked if I would

3. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 325.

182

be willing to present the research and curriculum to their leadership from the perspective
of a growth opportunity.
Another potential application is presenting the project intervention work at a
conference. I am scheduled to speak at a national conference in the coming months where
children’s ministers are the intended audience. At this conference I will discuss the
developed curriculum, its supporting material, and how it impacts the overall work of
children’s ministry. Likewise, I foresee other conference-related applications that allow
me the opportunity to expand the understanding of this research to those who may or may
not presently serve in a formal ministry context.
Credibility
The credibility of a study involves asking if the study measures or describes what
it was intended to. Credibility is “related to the degree of confidence that others can have
in the findings of a particular project .”4 The subjective nature of a qualitative research
project is such that it is not measurable through traditional quantitative standards.
Therefore, a different kind of rigor must be applied to the project to demonstrate internal
validity. Throughout this project intervention, I applied multiple methods to establish the
credibility of this project. The resulting artifact developed by the CDT was evaluated via
data triangulation, specifically field notes recorded by a trained notetaker to which I
added my own reflections, a group interview, and detailed evaluations provided by
independent, outside experts. Additionally, through comprehensive explanations of both
the intervention sessions and the emergent themes, I was able to provide a “thick

4. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 329.
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description” of the project.5 Reflexive confirmation was applied through both formal and
informal member checks throughout the process. Each intervention session provided an
opportunity for the group members to review the contents of the artifact and evaluate
whether the material within it was an accurate representation of the previous session’s
work. Additionally, during session 5, the group participated in a more formalized
member check in which they were given session time to review the artifact and then offer
feedback.
Another method for demonstrating credibility of a project is by inviting “hands-on
experience with a tool, protocol, or instrument prior to its implementation.”6 This practice
allows one to grasp the strengths and weaknesses of the project more fully. The CDT
performed portions of the practical application section in session 6 to determine if the
application exercise worked in the way it was structured and to evaluate whether it was
influential in the way that we had envisioned.
Reflexivity
Reflexivity is an important aspect of establishing the trustworthiness of a project
intervention. It “explore[s] the relationship between [the researcher’s] identity and the
whole project.”7 Attending to reflexivity is vital because complete objectivity is not
possible in a study where the researcher is so personally involved. The work is
undoubtedly influenced by “the cultural, political, social, linguistic, and ideological
origins” of the researcher.8 I bring up this point precisely because the focus of my project
5. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 329.
6. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 184.
7. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 334.
8. Patton, Qualitative Research, 41 and 65.
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thesis is a direct result of cultural perspective. Therefore, it is important to acknowledge
the role my own cultural identity plays within the process.
I am a White female raised in the Bible Belt in a two-parent household. I am
college-educated with multiple degrees, and my parents have similar educational
backgrounds. The Stone-Campbell Movement church I attended growing up was
predominantly White and conservative. Additionally, with the exception of my previous
church, I have worked only in monocultural churches. Despite the time I have spent
pursuing diversity, equity, and inclusion as a minister at NACOC and beyond, I am still a
product of socialization that elevates the status of White Eurocentrism. Therefore, while I
have intentionally worked toward growth in intercultural competence, I must remain
firmly cognizant of the cultural framework that I bring into the conversation.
In addition to these identity markers, it is important that I recognize any biases
that I might bring to the table. First, I am convicted that I must do all I can to help make
change within the broken system as a result of (1) hearing the stories of the families of
color at NACOC about how an ethnocentric lens has negatively affected their ability to
see themselves as valued and as a valuable part of God’s story and (2) studying the
research that clearly establishes the pervasive effects of socialization and internalization.
I find myself frustrated with people who do not share that same perspective. As a result,
there were times within our curriculum work that I found myself ignoring the probability
that the volunteers engaging in this curriculum might need a different approach because
they might not be at this place in their journey. Secondly, and very relatedly, my
concentrated focus in children’s ministry for so many years means that I naturally default
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to a mindset of “the best interest of the child.” While this is most often a good thing, there
were moments within the project intervention when I would once again overlook the
potential ethnocentric audience member (i.e., volunteer) to speak for a curriculum
component that I believed would produce a state of “best interest of the child” more
quickly.
In addition to identity and biases, there are other ways that I witnessed my impact
on the project intervention. My goal within the intervention sessions was to guide the
team while also being as unobtrusive as possible. Even though I worked hard to remain
solely a facilitator because of my role as the initiator of the project, there were times that
my voice was viewed as carrying more weight than other members of the group. This
phenomenon was more prevalent in the earlier sessions of the intervention. As the group
developed a greater sense of trust and relationship amongst each other, I believe this
aspect of dominance lessened at least somewhat. Additionally, in an attempt to diminish
this influence, I tried to be mindful of not dominating the conversation and maintaining
space for all voices who wanted to be heard to speak.9
Lastly, data synthesis was undoubtedly another way I influenced the project. The
CDT worked collaboratively to develop the components of the curriculum each session,
and this remained the pattern for the whole of the project. However, I was responsible for
putting it in written form each week. Therefore, no matter how accurately I sought to
represent the group’s work, it was still shaped through my dominant-culture lens. I

9. From the beginning of the project intervention, I expressed to the CDT that while the different
perspectives would bless the group, I would try not to put anyone on the spot and instead hope that they
would feel comfortable sharing as little or as much as was comfortable. While I found myself faltering in
this at times, I worked to not call on any members of the group so as to not put members of the CDT in a
position of feeling required to share.
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attempted to guard against this by performing both formal and informal member checks
during each session, and changes were made to the artifact as a result of this validation
mechanism. However, this by no means alleviated all my ethnocentric influences.
Significance and Implications
Sustainability
The most effective tools in ministry are sustainable. They are lasting, and they
effect change. Sustainability “substantiates” the value of a project intervention and its
purpose.10 In a project that impacts children and adults in such a profound way, I am
especially mindful of the correlation between value and sustainability. As I reflect on
what that means for a multicultural children’s ministry context such as NACM, my
greatest hope is that this desire to foster a multicultural and inclusive environment is
indeed sustainable. However, three key principles must be understood to maintain
efficacy within a church setting.
First, a church must commit to making progress toward racial justice an active
and ongoing part of the life of the church and understand that this artifact is a starting
point. The search for inclusivity, racial justice, and true multiculturalism must be central
to the core of its identity, and church leadership must ardently pour into it. Without this
level of commitment being demonstrated by those in leadership positions, the
implementation and subsequent result of this curriculum runs the risk of being perceived
as a program rather than a foundational element of the church. Relatedly, fostering a
multicultural and inclusive environment should be viewed as imperative for the whole
church and not limited to children’s ministry. Intentionally leaning into that perspective

10. Sensing, Qualitative Research, 354.
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ensures that, over time, this ethnorelative approach will permeate the very DNA of the
church. Next, this artifact will undoubtedly produce hard conversations. However, for
this to remain a sustainable presence within a faith community, the community must be
willing to engage in the messiness of those moments and approach them with grace, love,
and courage and not disengage because the work is uncomfortable or challenging. At the
same time, it is vital for the church to have developed practical wisdom for moving
through these difficult conversations.
Personal Significance
As a person who spent many years as a children’s minister, this project
intervention holds deep significance for me. I have been privileged to walk with children
and their families through moments of joy and heartache, and I have been blessed to
baptize, pray over, worship with, preach and teach, and be in community with the
children who walk through the doors of my church. Through each of those spiritually
formative moments, though, my greatest hope has always been that children are able to
personally experience God and see themselves as an integral part of God’s unfolding
story.
Despite my desire to see the above imaging of God experienced by every child, I
recognize the problematic nature of an often-simplified understanding of that viewpoint
that imagines that seeing oneself as made in the image of God happens in the same way
for each child. All children cannot see themselves equally as imago Dei because that
framework has often been communicated differently based on one’s skin color.
Consequently, as I have grown in my understanding of the negative impact a White,
Eurocentric lens has on the way children understand God and themselves, I have also
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grown more troubled to realize how I have contributed to this problematic interpretation
throughout the years. Therefore, as I move forward, I am determined to evaluate the way
I approach Scripture, in my own study and with children, and to actively pursue
mechanisms of systemic change that encourage others to live out a multicultural and
inclusive perspective of the gospel as well.
While this has been a comprehensive journey of growth personally, it has also
involved many people, and their presence must be honored. Without the engagement of
the original focus groups, the candid interview with Major Boglin, and the project
intervention sessions with the CDT, the personal significance of this project would not
have been this profound. As a result of my relationship with the members of focus group
1, the group allowed me into a space of vulnerability and honesty in which they
graciously shared with me their experiences of what it means to be a historically
marginalized person in a White, Eurocentric church. They challenged me to examine the
ministry work I was doing, and through this examination, I began to view my ministry
context from a view less obstructed by a White, ethnocentric lens. Similarly, Major
Boglin spoke honestly and truthfully in an interview with me about what it means to be a
person of color in a dominant-culture faith context and its impact despite people’s good
intentions. In the same way, the five members of the CDT reflected on their experiences
and perspectives in an open way that tremendously guided the work we were doing as a
group and me personally. I was grateful for them as we walked through this common goal
of creating a curriculum together that would hopefully begin to change a system and
remove the barriers to spiritual formation. Each individual demonstrated what it meant to
love God and love people through a more inclusive framework.
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Not only have these individuals informed my journey, but the project intervention
process has as well. Growth in intercultural competence comes only through intentional
work and self-reflection. Therefore, the research for this project and the subsequent
intervention strategies provided me with the opportunity to do some additional personal
reflection. This came in the form of the weekly session preparation and writing of the
curriculum. Additionally, as I look ahead to the possibility of continued equipping
development and the work that accompanies that process, it naturally supports additional
opportunities for personal growth and significance.
From a vocational standpoint, this process has shaped how I view, purchase, and
utilize children’s ministry resources. I can no longer perceive resources as neutral, and I
am even more conscious of the ones I put before children. It also means that I engage in
more explicit conversations with colleagues, families to whom I minister(ed), and even
my own children rather than assume the ethnocentric gospel message is evident and
recognized as harmful. I intentionally seek out diverse visual resources. In addition to the
images used in children’s ministry, I have become more attuned to the language used as
well—from the words I speak to the curriculum I would place in my volunteers’ hands. I
endeavor to evaluate all of it through a multicultural lens in an attempt to no longer
contribute to the dominant-culture expression of Jesus.
None of this has been easy. I have messed up far more than I have succeeded, and
I still have a long way to go. However, throughout the past few years, I have also grown
to realize that no matter how challenging this shift in perspective and its subsequent
implications initially might be for me, the impact on the spiritual formation of children
has a much greater cost that cannot be ignored. Engaging in this project invention has
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provided me with the opportunity to intently reflect on both the short-term and long-term
possibilities for eliminating this systemic barrier in a considerable way.
Theological Significance
“Practical theology is a constructive theological action,” Sensing states.11 It has
purpose and meaning, and it is transformative. It is the foundation of a project thesis
because it originates from a place of experience and then examines that experience
through a theological lens. Swinton and Mowat continue by saying that practical theology
demonstrates that “the gospel is not simply something to be believed, but also something
to be lived.”12 These descriptions of practical theology by Sensing, Swinton, and Mowat
raise the question of whether this project intervention merges with practical theology. My
hope and belief is that it does. In my time at NACOC, I witnessed not only the
detachment between my theological understanding of imago Dei and the way my
volunteers and I were portraying the gospel but also the negative impact that this White,
Eurocentric approach to Christianity was having on children. Therefore, that ethnocentric
reality became the impetus for a project intervention that could express a more truthful
gospel. From a further theological perspective, the significance of this project can be
found in the intervention process in which the CDT engaged and the resulting artifact as
well.
This project intervention aims to counteract the barrier to spiritual formation that
occurs when children of color experience God through a White, Eurocentric lens. This

11. Sensing, Qualitative Research, xii.
12. John Swinton and Harriet Mowat, Practical Theology and Qualitative Research, 2nd ed.,
(London: SCM, 2016), xi and 6.
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ethnocentric form of Christianity diminishes the ability of children to see themselves as
created in the image of God, and it is incredibly harmful. As a result of a dominantculture approach, children internalize a divergent message of who God is and how God
welcomes them. This messaging, if left unchecked, has the potential to distance a child
from God, thus creating an obstacle that undeniably impacts spiritual formation.
However, when imago Dei is lived out through a multicultural and inclusive
perspective, children receive a more complete message of God, a message of
unconditional love and hope. They can see God as a God of relationship, and the
connection displayed through God’s act of creation in Gen 1:26–27 is demonstrated as
both absolute and unbreakable. God graciously bestows imago Dei upon all of humanity,
and it is the very essence of every person.
In the context of children’s ministry, being made in the image of God is one of the
earliest and most influential frameworks through which God is shared with children. It is
an important truth that forms the basis on which all other biblical truths are
communicated. Understanding one’s identity in God shapes the way a child comes into
relationship with God. Therefore, when the gospel message—whether articulated visually
or verbally—is presented through a White, Eurocentric lens, it becomes incredibly
difficult for a child to see themselves as fully valued and loved by God.
Therefore, if children of color are to truly recognize what it means to be imago
Dei, then they must have the opportunity to become intimate with the God who wholly
affirms who they are created to be and not the monocultural expression that others them.
If White children are to recognize every single child as the image of God, then they, too,
must inhabit a space where the ethnocentric perspective is no longer present and the
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fullness of God is realized. This reshaped perspective begins with the purveyors of God’s
message. In a ministry context, it originates with those who serve with and minister
alongside children. These voices establish how the gospel message is displayed within
children’s ministry classrooms in a church, and these voices have the opportunity to
change the message that is communicated. Therefore, to affect change, disrupt the
ethnocentric cycle, and move practical theology from “believed” to “lived,” the work of
the volunteers becomes the starting point; and as seen in the development of the
curriculum, this is where the theological significance becomes ecclesial.
Ecclesial Significance
As I have navigated the outcome of my project thesis, I believe the most crucial
element is that of ecclesial significance. While the conversation about an ethnocentric
interpretation of the Bible, in and of itself, is undeniably important, it cannot languish
there. It must move past the theoretical stage and into a space where the need for change
can be recognized and pursued. This implementation begins with the work of those in
children’s ministry.
I believe that this project will bear witness to myriad ecclesial opportunities as it
is practiced in a faith community. First, it attends to the stated purpose of the project
intervention by helping a church identify and address the barriers to spiritual formation
that occur in children’s ministry when the gospel message is communicated through a
White, Eurocentric lens. Through concentrated application of the artifact, churches can
intentionally work to eradicate the pervasive monocultural lens and provide a message of
God that reflects the whole of who a person is by inviting children’s ministry volunteers
to examine and then teach the Bible through an ethnorelative lens. Doing so then has the
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potential to impact those who serve in children’s ministry in a way that is
transformational and indicative of second-order change. While this project intervention
was developed with the express purpose of impacting the spiritual formation of children,
the nature of it will undoubtedly do the same for the volunteers who participate as well.
The curriculum was developed to facilitate difficult conversations and self-reflection for
the purpose of encouraging intercultural growth. Therefore, by endeavoring to change the
system for the children, it has the potential to affect change for the adults, too. However,
it is important to note that the curriculum itself does not ensure change. At the very least
it promotes conversation and thus heightens awareness, and while awareness cannot be
conflated to the status of transformation, it is a meaningful starting point within the
greater conversation.
Secondly, as this artifact is utilized within a community of faith, its impact has the
potential to radiate outward. In other words, as the children and volunteers begin
changing the way they interpret and communicate the gospel, they will naturally
influence others within the church—other ministries, parents, and even visitors. As
transformation occurs in one area, it has the potential to permeate another. Thus, while
the curriculum may be viewed initially as focused on children’s ministry, the growth
toward a multicultural and inclusive mindset will eventually reach further than the
classrooms of the children’s ministry hallway. It can become the identity of the church.
Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, this curriculum has the capacity to change
how the dominant culture internalizes Scripture and responds to it as well—in the church
and in life. Two of the CDT members made this reflection during the group interview,
and it has reverberated within me as one of the most impactful possible outcomes of this

194

project intervention. Two group members, participants B and F, spoke of a fervent hope
that, as a result of this curriculum, White children will become unequivocal allies for
ensuring a multicultural expression of the gospel and that the whole nature of humanity
as created in the image of God will be so affirmed that for a White child to inhabit a
space that does not honor that completeness will be recognized as wrong by that child.13
While I do not want to dismiss the importance of both the personal and
theological significance of this project intervention, I am encouraged by the ecclesial
possibilities that exist because of this artifact. Through intentional, committed, and
systematic work, the church can begin to influence its own future.
Unanswered Questions
Within any research, questions will arise that fall beyond the scope of the project.
In the case of this project intervention, examination of the data revealed three series of
questions that warrant further reflection. Each area is imbued with complexities that
indicate the far-reaching impact of this overall conversation, but none offer definitive
answers. While the three sets are interrelated and therefore overlap, they should be
considered separately.

13. Participant B, session 7. While this quote is presented in its entirety in chapter 4, it is such a
profound statement that I have included the entire quote here as well. “I would hope that the White child
felt as comfortable, but I also hope that they feel so uncomfortable when they’re in all Whites spaces that
they say something. Or, when other people ignore people of color in the text that they say something
because they’ve been in such a multicultural environment and teaching space that it becomes their norm.
And that they feel uncomfortable in spaces where there’s not diversity at all, that they become an ally for a
multicultural framework of the gospel and of teaching the Bible in that way, and that they stand up for that,
and that they see that having people of other races, other ethnicities is a part of God’s story. And to
eliminate [other races and ethnicities] is problematic and that they feel convicted by that. I hope that
becomes the norm for them and not just that it makes them so uncomfortable that their parents move them
and they leave and they go to a place where they can avoid the conversation. So I would hope that they feel
comfortable in their skin and seeing God working through them and in them and being reflected in the
image of God, but that it bothers them to their core when they don’t see anybody else that doesn’t look like
them in a space.”
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As evaluated by the CDT in the group interview, the group believes that this
artifact, in its current structure and because of the nature of the topic, would function well
within a multicultural church but would most likely encounter resistance in a church that
would be categorized as simply diverse. Therefore, the question arises as to whether there
are possible adaptations that would make the artifact generalizable to a more conservative
base, or whether its use is strictly limited to either a multicultural church or a
monocultural one that is already engaged in conversations regarding an imbalanced
perspective on the Bible. There is an obligation for children’s ministries, and by
extension churches, to engage in these conversations. Still, the present reality is that we
live in a climate in which many churches are quick to reject discussions that can be
classified as social or cultural. Therefore, one must consider if it is possible to reframe
the curriculum in a way that will allow it to be viewed for what it is—a resource intended
to facilitate the removal of barriers to spiritual formation. One such option might be
adjusting the format to extend over a longer period of time in order to introduce a greater
amount of scriptural foundation. However, for any churches that naturally fall within a
narrow parameter regarding justice in the Bible, inviting these churches into the
conversation might simply be outside the bounds of what is reasonable to expect.
The second area of consideration originates with the concept of commitment.
While commitment is key to sustainability, commitment is not limited to a small portion
of the group participating in this practice. In other words, even if a children’s minister (or
children’s ministry leader) and key volunteers remain committed to this continued
conversation, it must extend past them. It requires that the entirety of the volunteer base
dedicate themselves to this work because it will be lived out in all aspects of the ministry.
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That faithfulness is evident through engaging in equipping opportunities, the hard work
of self-reflection, and the practice of accountability. However, commitment involves
more than just a willingness to engage fully in this work. It also encompasses tangible
resources such as time and money—the time commitment of volunteers and facilitators
and the financial aspect of resources that advance a multicultural and inclusive
perspective.14 Converging these elements is not an easy task, and the possibility of
commitment waning is reasonably likely. Therefore, the question could arise of whether
the commitment required to engage in living out the artifact will discourage a church
from even trying. Would some within the congregation view it as asking too much?
Alternatively, if a church is genuinely steadfast in its belief regarding an ethnorelative
expression of the gospel, how can this be viewed as anything but foundational to the
church’s identity? During the group intervention sessions, one of the group members
indicated a concern that smaller churches might not be able to put this into practice due to
infrastructure. While I disagree with the overall premise of that statement, it is indicative
of a mindset that I believe other churches might express. Thus, the central aim then
becomes helping a church identify this principle as fundamental to the reflection of their
identity as opposed to a program needing to be implemented.
Lastly, but equally as important, is a question raised on three separate occasions
by three different individuals or groups, thus speaking to the prevalence of the
experience.15 They questioned whether their words would be valued by whoever was
14. Another related aspect of the conversation regarding resources is the limited number of
racially diverse resources available. Generally speaking, most resources that demonstrate diversity are
centered around a small number of stories and do not encompass much of the biblical canon. Therefore, it
is often difficult to locate multicultural resources to utilize.
15. Multiple members of focus group 1, participant F during our pre-project intervention
conversation, and participant B as part of session 2 all expressed this concern.
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going to hear them or if they would be minimized and not deemed valid.16 In other words,
did their experiences carry enough value with dominant-culture people to be seen as
worth doing something about, or would the experiences of people of color once again be
cast aside? A significant consideration in this conversation is the impact the artifact, and
the pursuit behind the artifact, will have on people of color if a children’s ministry
launches this practice and then is unable or unwilling to follow through with it. This
returns to the question posed above: how deeply will a ministry or church view this as
foundational to its identity instead of being a program to be implemented? Moreover,
what sort of denigrating impact will it have on the people of color in a church who, by the
abandonment of the conversation, are shown that while they are welcome, they do not
matter enough for the ministry or the church to engage in the long, hard work? This is an
incredibly arduous consideration because, as Boglin has long noted, “Everything
communicates something.”17 Thus, what does a church communicate to its members of
color and White members if it claims to pursue multiculturalism but (1) is not willing to
address the systems in place to ensure that change occurs or (2) begins to work toward
change and then is unable to commit to it? At the most basic level, it reinforces the
internalized patterns of superiority and inferiority that are already so prevalent in our
churches. These are crucial questions that must be considered because the answers impact
people in more ways than what I have presented here.

16. Focus group 1 asked this question literally in relation to church leadership. Participants F and
B asked it more from a figurative perspective based on their experiences as people of color in dominantspace churches.
17. Major Boglin (minister and executive director), in discussion with the author, September 2020.

198

Further Work
My belief in the importance of this work led to quite a few streams of thought
regarding future work that I hope to attend to. First, while there has been only a small
amount of research on children’s ministry and the barriers to spiritual formation that
occur when Christianity is presented through a White, Eurocentric lens, corresponding
areas from the perspective of emerging adults have received greater attention.18 However,
based on both that research and the anecdotal evidence gathered from focus group 1, it
would be beneficial to perform a longitudinal study that measures the impact that an
artifact such as the one produced as part of the project intervention has on children who
emerge from a children’s ministry engaged in an ethnorelative perspective of the gospel
for an extended length of time. While, as stated within the limitations of this work,
curriculum cannot in and of itself spiritually form someone, its use can foster an
environment that does not create obstacles to spiritual formation and perhaps even
encourages it.
Another area in which I would propose further work is the creation of children’s
ministry resources developed through a multicultural and inclusive lens. One of the most
common concerns raised by the children’s minister on the CDT was that ethnorelative
resources are difficult to locate. This has been my experience as well. Generally
speaking, the resources advertised as multicultural either are visually strong but
theologically lacking or theologically sound but ethnocentric in representation. By
creating visual and written reflections of a multicultural gospel, churches committed to
engaging in this work will have tools to utilize, and they will be able to move away from

18. Pittman and Boyles, “Challenging White Jesus, 315–27.
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a “least bad” approach to ministry. I would like to emphatically state that even the
development of better resources cannot alone fix the White, Eurocentric interpretation of
Christianity that remains prevalent, and this cannot be ignored. With the presence of
multicultural and inclusive resources, the root of the problem still must be addressed to
help a ministry pursue systemic change.
In addition to creating resources to be used specifically within a children’s
ministry context, there is merit to be found in developing a central training session to be
used with facilitators preparing to engage in this conversation. While the facilitator
videos are intended to help alleviate the uncertainty that often accompanies such
equipping sessions, the CDT noted on more than one occasion that intentional guidance
would be highly beneficial. Therefore, a future project would be to develop an in-person
session where facilitators could participate as a group, engage in the curriculum as both
participants and leaders, and gain greater comfort in how to walk alongside their
volunteers in fostering a multicultural ministry context.
As I continue to reflect on the scope of the curriculum in its current form, it is
essential to acknowledge that future iterations or expansions of this curriculum need to
explore the infiltration and effects of White normativity on both individuals and the
system as a whole.19 In doing so, volunteers and facilitators might begin to understand
better their often unintentional role within a culture that disadvantages people of color for
not acting, speaking, being, etc. in the way the White, Eurocentric culture has implicitly
or explicitly determined is right and how that sense of White as the standard for humanity

19. While my general definition of ethnorelative includes intentional work against White
normativity, I also understand that discussions about its effects add a layer of complexity to the
conversation that is difficult for many in the dominant culture to process.
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impacts their ministerial contexts.20 While this is a tremendously important part of the
conversation and cannot be overlooked, due to the wealth of material that needed to be
covered within the curriculum, it remained outside the scope of the current artifact.
In session 4 of the project intervention, participant A cautioned the CDT to not
limit this conversation only to Black voices but to ensure the presence of Brown voices as
well. However, the current version of the project intervention primarily centered around
the Black and White binary. This was the result of both the make up of the CDT and the
compelling feedback from focus group 1 that ultimately guided the conversation.
Furthermore, while, as already noted, this curriculum has utility with other cultures, it
still needs to engage a greater diversity of other cultures more intentionally. Therefore, I
would propose a supplementary project intervention done with a broader compilation of
ethnicities and races to determine where modifications to the curriculum should be made
to create a more complete representation of cultural differences.
Lastly, as pointed out in chapter 1, the primary NACM leaders were White.
Generally speaking, most churches’ children’s ministries are led by dominant culture.
One way to push back against this White, Eurocentric approach to Christianity is to
ensure that White voices are not the only ones being heard. Therefore, an important
future consideration is to seek out and invest in men and women of color to lead in
ministry both formally and informally. As acknowledged throughout society in general,
systemic barriers have limited people of color’s access to education, wealth, and
advantage, just to name a few.21 The world of ministry is no different. Therefore, to

20. DiAngelo, What Does It Mean, 175–77.
21. DiAngelo, What Does It Mean, 196–202.
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experience difference, dominant culture must acknowledge its part within the system and
actively challenge it. Otherwise, systemic change will almost certainly not occur.
Concluding Remarks
This project intervention would not have become what it is without the honest
conversation a parent of color and I had one evening amid the pandemic. While I had
already noticed problematic elements of ministry and begun to evaluate what changes
needed to be made within the children’s ministry at NACOC, her candor and desire to see
her kids fully in relationship with God reminded me why this had to be intentionally
pursued. It was not only a matter of presenting an accurate and complete picture of God,
but it was also about removing barriers to spiritual formation that occur when Christianity
is presented through a White, Eurocentric lens, especially for children of color. In this
ethnocentric portrayal of God, children of color struggle to see themselves as imago Dei
and therefore do not feel fully embraced by the kingdom of God, and White children see
a God who elevates them while simultaneously othering children of color. Neither of
those perspectives is accurate and both are harmful. Therefore, I set out to address the
messaging in a way that will hopefully be meaningful, lasting, and transformational,
because the spiritual formation of children is too important to do otherwise.
So God created humankind in [God’s] image,
in the image of God [God] created them;
male and female [God] created them. (Gen 1:27)
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FACILITATOR NOTES
Welcome
Welcome, and thank you for being a part of this essential conversation. It is a conversation
rooted in love—love of God and love of people—and it is a conversation that is kingdom
impacting. As we consider what it means for our children to be spiritually formed, we must
also acknowledge that we, even with the best of intentions, create barriers to that spiritual
formation. Therefore, we need to examine how to both remove those barriers and keep
them from occurring in the first place. Without this intentional pursuit, we impact the ways
in which children are able to see themselves as part of God’s unfolding story, and by
doing so, we hinder their spiritual formation.
Therefore, as we embark on this journey of learning, reflection, and change, there are
three things that I would like for you to stay focused on as a facilitator.
•

There will be moments that the conversation will feel uncomfortable. I encourage
you to not allow the discomfort to guide your actions. Instead, examine those
moments and try to lean into them.

•

While the following point will be highlighted throughout this resource guide, it is
important to state it emphatically at the start. This equipping session is the first step
in a journey. Because of how deeply we have internalized ethnocentric norms with
respect to Christianity, it is not a change that instantly occurs; it cannot be viewed
as a singular act of learning. Through intentional work and reflection, though,
change can occur, and the children in our ministries will begin to see themselves
more fully as valued in the eyes of God.

•

This equipping session is meant to be a collaborative effort of co-journeying
between you and the rest of the participants. There is a depth of insight that comes
out of making space for all voices and learning from each person’s experience, and
the only way that truly lasting change can occur is for everyone to walk the journey
together as co-laborers.

General Information
This first section, “Facilitator Notes,” is meant to provide you with basic information
regarding what you will find on the following pages. Please start by looking through this
resource guide to understand all of the included information.
This is envisioned as a 4-hour equipping session. While the length of time is not ideal, the
necessary information requires a longer session. Below you will find a suggested timing
chart. It will help you to allocate time as the group goes through the different parts of this
conversation.

1
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Suggested Timing (Total: 4 Hours)
Introduction
Ice Breaker
Community Covenant
A Dialogue for All of Us
What Is Our Why?
Learning Objectives
Shared Terminology
Rooted in Scripture
The Impact on Children’s Ministry
Spiritual Formation
Break
Practical Application
Evaluating and Adapting Lessons
An Important Conversation
Resources
Conclusion
Prayer

5 minutes
15 minutes
7 minutes
6 minutes
7 minutes
5 minutes
10 minutes
20 minutes
20 minutes
10 minutes
15 minutes
40 minutes
45 minutes
15 minutes
10 minutes
5 minutes
5 minutes

Two alternative approaches:
1. The first alternative approach is to divide the session in half and place the two
halves back-to-back (e.g., Saturday AM and Saturday PM or Saturday and Sunday).
Because of the interrelatedness of the material, however, it would diminish the
effectiveness of the conversation to put more than a small amount of space
between the sessions in this alternate approach. Additionally, participants would
need to be present for both sessions.
2. The second modification is to include a breakfast or a lunch to start the session.
This will help the group both engage in a time of relationship-building, and it will
allow you to lengthen the time of the session by engaging in some of the
conversation during the meal.
Preparation
As you prepare to facilitate a session:
1. Study all of the material ahead of time (this is essential);
2. Prayerfully prepare for the equipping session;
3. Assume a posture of humility, learning, and co-journeying; and
4. Trust that the Holy Spirit will guide you.
2
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Resource Format
This resource is divided into three parts.
The first part is the curriculum that will be used with the participants. Amongst other
subdivisions of this section, the first part contains the following elements:
1. Theological framework,
2. Explanation of the intersection between a dominant-culture approach to Christianity
and the impact on spiritual formation, and
3. Practical application to begin cultivating change in the way children’s ministry is
lived out in a diverse community of faith.
Additionally, throughout the curriculum section, you will see prompts for reflection. They
are situated in green boxes. The different prompts will indicate whether it is group
reflection, turn-and-talk reflection (i.e., turn to your neighbor), journal reflection, or selfreflection. During these times, it is tempting as a facilitator to jump in and give what you
believe to be the “correct” answer. Part of the growth opportunity involved in a session
like this comes from the ability of each person to self-reflect. Do not be afraid of silence.
The second part is a series of appendices. In this section, supplementary information is
provided that can be used in a myriad of ways. You, as the facilitator, can use it to deepen
your own learning and reflection. You can use it to expand follow-up equipping sessions. It
can be used to provide additional study material for the participants, and/or any
combination of the three is appropriate. The point is that it is available, not to overwhelm
you and the participants, but as an additional resource.
The third part of this resource is a participant journal to be used during the equipping
session. It provides dedicated space for reflection as well as opportunities for participants
to do some note-taking. It should be printed out and photocopied for each participant to
have. It is at the very back of this resource, and it has new page numbering so as to make
it easier to use as a standalone document with the group.
Much of this resource is written from the first-person perspective (i.e., so that it can be read
as if speaking directly to the group). Feel free to read sections written this way directly if
you feel more comfortable doing so, or take the provided information and articulate it in
your own way.
Also note, as a general FYI, all of the Scripture passages that have been included in this
resource come from the NRSV.
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Additional Resources
There are facilitator videos available to use as you prepare for this. Additionally, there is an
electronic format of this resource guide with clickable links and a folder of images. To gain
access to either, please send an email to jennifer.schroeder@acu.edu.
Learning Objectives
The following learning objectives will frame the project and will help maintain a sense of
focus as the group works. I would encourage you to write out the learning objectives on a
large piece of paper and place them at the front of the room so that whenever the group
either begins to veer off course or needs to re-center back toward the goals of the
session, they are immediately visible.

Learning Objectives
•

To be able to identify the Scriptural foundation for a multicultural
community of faith.

•

To be able to explain the impact a White, Eurocentric teaching of the
Bible has on the spiritual formation of children.

•

To be able to appraise practices of children’s ministry in order to locate
dominant-culture framework that acts as a barrier to spiritual formation.

•

To be able to construct practices of children’s ministry arising out of an
ethnorelative framework that support spiritual formation.

Thank you for making this conversation a priority. I pray that it will be spiritually formative
for both you and your community of faith.

After this I looked, and there was a great multitude that no one could count, from every
nation, from all tribes and peoples and languages, standing before the throne and before the
Lamb, robed in white, with palm branches in their hands. They cried out in a loud voice,
saying, “Salvation belongs to our God who is seated on the throne, and to the Lamb!”
~ Revelation 7:9–10
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PART ONE: CURRICULUM
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INTRODUCTION
(5 minutes)
Welcome to this equipping session. Although there are elements of this session that are
set up to be traditional in nature from an equipping standpoint, it is actually meant to be
more of a conversation and opportunity to walk together through what must be
understood as an essential discussion that heavily impacts the kingdom of God.
More specifically, we are going to spend time examining the ways that our communication
of Scripture creates barriers to spiritual formation in children, and then, we will begin to
learn and implement strategies that will intentionally work against that tendency.
As we dive into this conversation, there are two very important points to remember.
•

First, this is only the starting point to this conversation. This pattern of dominantculture approach to Scripture (also understood as a White, Eurocentric perspective
of Christianity) has long been a part of churches,1 and therefore, it isn’t as simple as
“flipping a switch” so that our ability to talk about God in a way that does not hinder
the spiritual formation of children instantly emerges. It will take intentional, longterm work and reflection to unlearn the patterns that have permeated our
theological lens.

•

Second, this isn’t an easy conversation, and it is important to acknowledge that
upfront. In fact, for far too long, we have backed away from it, because it is a topic
that many people have wide-ranging and often divided viewpoints on. However,
we must view it as critical to engage in, because it is about the kingdom of God and
how people are able to see themselves as part of it.

So, before we move into this session, let’s take a few minutes to make sure we know each
other a little better.
Ice Breaker (15 minutes)
“Where I’m From” Poem2
• Purpose:
o To begin to think intentionally about not only our own identities but also
each other’s identities (i.e., what shapes who we are).
• Supplies:
o Pen/pencil
o Paper
o Prompts (attached in Appendix A and included in Journal)

6
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•

Directions:
o Have the participants use the prompts to write their own “Where I’m From”
poems. The prompts can be found at the end of this resource guide in
Appendix A.
o Invite participants to share their poems.
o As a group, reflect on the uniqueness that is inherent in each of us.

Alternative Icebreaker: Human Billboard
Note: This icebreaker takes longer to complete and may not be feasible within the
time constraints. If you have added in a lunch or breakfast component, an
alternative way to do this icebreaker is to have people create their billboards while
the meal is going on, and then once the session is ready to start, begin with the
second bullet point under “Directions.”
•

•

•

Purpose:
o To begin to think intentionally about not only our own identities but also
each other’s identity (i.e., what shapes who we are).
Supplies:
o Markers or crayons
o Large sheets of paper (1 per person)
o Masking tape
Directions:
o Give every participant a piece of paper and ask them to use words, pictures,
or symbols to describe themselves on the paper.
o After the group has had some time to do this, ask each person to tape the
paper to the front of their bodies.
o Next, the participants will walk around and ask each other questions about
what is on each other’s human billboard.
o After a few minutes of doing this, ask different members of the group to
share what they learned about others (e.g., ways they were similar or
different, things they discovered about someone that they didn’t know, etc.).

7
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COMMUNITY COVENANT
(7 minutes)
As we engage what can have the potential for being a difficult conversation, we should
outline four very important community norms that will remain present throughout this
session.
1. Listen actively and with an open mind. For growth to occur, it is essential to remain
engaged throughout the session even if the conversation is one that you are
uncomfortable with, do not agree with, or find unimportant. Do your best to remain
actively present and humbly listening.
2. Speak from an “I” perspective. Rather than generalizing what you imagine to be
true or attacking someone else’s experience, speak from your own experience.
Use “I” statements instead of “they,” “we,” or “you” statements.
• Instead of: “Everyone in this church is included/heard or should feel
included/heard.”
• Use: “I feel included and heard in this church.”
3. Understand the importance of equitable engagement. It is important that we hear
from all voices, and often the historically marginalized voices are the ones that get
overlooked. Therefore, we will use a process of moving around the room for
responses to increase the likelihood that no voice will be missed.
a. One example is to start in a particular place at the start of a group reflection
and travel around the room to ensure that everyone who wants to speak has
an opportunity to do so. Then, with each subsequent reflection, start in a
different spot and travel around the room in the same direction.
4. Do everything within your power to foster a brave space.3
a. Respect the experiences and feelings of others by taking responsibility for
the effects of your words.
b. Remain mindful that everyone has a different experience.
c. Ask for clarification when needed.
d. Challenge yourself to contribute to a conversation even if your contributions
are not perfectly formulated.
e. Offer grace in this space as we walk through this journey together.

Equitable engagement is key for this sort of group work. Otherwise, there will be a
tendency for the dominant-culture voices in the room to dictate the direction and
outcome of the discussion.

8
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A DIALOGUE FOR ALL OF US
(6 minutes)
It is vital to remember that this conversation is one of group co-journeying. We will all learn
from each other, and we will all grow with each other. Everyone in this room loves this
church and loves our church family. As we enter further into this dialogue, we must remain
mindful of the variety of perspectives and experiences that exist in this room and
respectfully make space to hear from all voices. Do not hesitate to comment, ask
questions, or ask us to spend more time reflecting on a part of this conversation. At the
same time, as a facilitator, I will hold us to the community covenant that we talked about
earlier—listening actively and with an open mind, speaking from an “I” perspective, utilizing
equitable engagement practices, and fostering a brave space.

9
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WHAT IS OUR WHY?
(7 minutes)

Self-Reflection
Why are we here today?
Why are we engaged in this sort of conversation?

This will be a question that is revisited periodically throughout the session in different
ways, but it is one that needs to remain at the forefront of our minds.
WATCH:
“Know Your Why” by Michael Jr.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1ytFB8TrkTo

“When you know your why your what becomes more impactful,
because you are walking towards or in your purpose.”
~ Michael Jr.
It’s important to understand why we are here today—why this conversation is important
and how will it impact not only our church family but God’s kingdom. As highlighted in the
video, when we know our why, our what becomes more impactful, because we have
purpose, and our result is a greater clarity of understanding. As we move through the
equipping session today, even if you aren’t completely clear on your why right at this
moment, our hope is that these conversations will foster a deeper understanding of why
we, as a church family, believe that we cannot shy away from these discussions, why God
calls us to this space.

“The LORD is a stronghold for the oppressed,
A stronghold in times of trouble.”
~ Psalm 9:9
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LEARNING OBJECTIVES
(5 minutes)
The following learning objectives frame the session and will help keep us focused. As
needed, we will continue to return to them.

Learning Objectives
•

To be able to identify the Scriptural foundation for a multicultural
community of faith.

•

To be able to explain the impact a White, Eurocentric teaching of the
Bible has on the spiritual formation of children.

•

To be able to appraise practices of children’s ministry in order to locate
the dominant-culture framework that acts as a barrier to spiritual
formation.

•

To be able to construct practices of children’s ministry arising out of an
ethnorelative framework that support spiritual formation.

11
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SHARED TERMINOLOGY
(10 minutes)

Turn-and-Talk Reflection
Write the following three words on the board and ask the participants to
turn to their neighbor and define the words to each other. After giving the
group a minute or two to do this, ask them to remember how they
defined the words and enter into a shared terminology discussion.
• Diversity
• Inclusion
• Multicultural

After the group reflects on these three words, introduce what will become shared meaning
for these terms and discuss the nuanced differences that exist.
Shared Meaning Definitions:
•

Diversity – The mix of difference that makes a difference in an interaction between
people.4 It’s quantifiable. What are the differences that are present?

•

Inclusion – When people are working together effectively and their cultural
experiences feel valued and engaged.5 It’s about more than just the presence of
diversity. It’s about valuing the diversity and making space for the differences to
influence and impact the whole.

•

Multicultural – “Inclusive, diverse, and equitable . . . where perspectives, culture,
and styles of diverse people are valued and contribute to” the community or
organization.6 A community of faith who demonstrates diversity, inclusion, and
equity can be described as multicultural.
Journal Reflection
There are complexities and differences that exist between these terms.
Now that you have a clearer understanding of them, how would you use
them to describe our church? Where are we doing multiculturalism well,
and what does that look like? And where do we have room to grow?
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ROOTED IN SCRIPTURE
(20 minutes)

This section is presented in a framework format to articulate the why behind this
important conversation. The reason that more content has not been included within
this section is not because it should be viewed as inconsequential, but because there
is simply too much material to cover it all without becoming hurried. Therefore, please
feel free to use the additional material for your own personal study, as a supplement
to the volunteers’ study, or as additional material to add depth to subsequent
equipping conversations. The supplementary material is included in its entirety at the
end of this resource guide in Appendix B.

Self-Reflection
What does imago Dei, image of God, mean to you?
How does it define who you are?
How do you see yourself as part of the God story, and how does that
impact your relationship with God?

Imago Dei
The Old Testament very early on declares us to be made in the image of God (Gen 1:26–
27). Being made in the image of God (imago Dei) expresses a fundamentally relational
aspect of God. It is foundational. In this understanding of imago Dei, not only do we get a
glimpse of the expansive nature of who God is through this recognition that each and
every one of us reflects God, but it is evident that there is a relationship established
between God and humankind that is offered by God regardless of whether or not it is
deserved.

Genesis 1:26–27
26
Then God said, “Let us make humankind in our image, according to our likeness; and
let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the birds of the air, and over
the cattle, and over all the wild animals of the earth, and over every creeping thing that
creeps upon the earth.”
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27

So God created humankind in his image,
in the image of God he created them;
male and female he created them.

We know that we have a central and distinctive place within God’s story, because “the
divine image thus establishes us in a relationship with God. This relationship defines the
core of who we are and is the foundation of everything else the divine image and likeness
in the human person can become.”7
God desires to be fully in relationship with us, and we are called to be fully in relationship
not only with God but with each other as well.
Vertical and Horizontal Relationships
Consider Matthew 22:37–39. In this passage, Jesus says to love God and love people. Not
only is Jesus stressing the importance of the vertical relationship with God but also the
horizontal one with humanity as well.

Matthew 22:37–39
37
He said to him, “‘You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all
your soul, and with all your mind.’ 38 This is the greatest and first commandment. 39 And
a second is like it: ‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself.’”

While this is often one of our default verses for a directive on how we should live and love,
it is illustrated by Paul as well in Ephesians 2. In the first part of Ephesians 2 (vv. 1–10), Paul
wants us to understand the full depth of what it means to be in relationship with God (i.e.,
to love God)—to be in and with Christ.
In the second half of Ephesians 2 (vv. 11–22), Paul moves to the horizontal relationship—
loving people. Paul speaks to the intentionality of God’s plan for all of humanity manifested
in the coming together of all people.
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Ephesians 2:14–18
14
For he is our peace; in his flesh he has made both groups into one and has broken
down the dividing wall, that is, the hostility between us. 15 He has abolished the law with
its commandments and ordinances, that he might create in himself one new humanity
in place of the two, thus making peace, 16 and might reconcile both groups to God in
one body through the cross, thus putting to death that hostility through it. 17 So he came
and proclaimed peace to you who were far off and peace to those who were near; 18 for
through him both of us have access in one Spirit to the Father.

As the division and hostility are destroyed, unity and peace are established (Eph 2:14–18).
There is a reconciliation taking place on both a vertical and horizontal level. In and through
Christ, Jews and Gentiles are made into a new being, and as is evident here, we cannot
separate our relationship with God from our relationship with other people. The horizontal
and vertical dimensions interact with and define each other. And that shapes the way we
understand and apply the text.
Othering
As we read through this text (Eph 2:1–22), much of what is being talked about
(circumcision, uncircumcision, etc.) is not immediately a cultural understanding with which
we identify. However, when we strip away the specifics and examine the problems
causing division and hostility between the Jews and Gentiles and identify them for what
they are—problems arising from a place of othering—they really are very similar to the
struggles we see in our own lives—deeply rooted human problems that come as a result
of othering.
Think about what the word othering means to you and how you would define or describe
it. A general definition of othering is where groups of people or individuals are viewed as
not fitting within the norms of a particular culture or social group, and therefore, an
assumption of inferiority is assigned to the othered group.8
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Journal Reflection
Our participation (both implicit and explicit) in othering can be a difficult
acknowledgment to make as Christians, but it is one that we must be
willing to talk about. Where do you see its presence in your own life or
church? How do we remove othering from our lives and communities of
faith?

Paul is speaking about removing this act of othering, because it was a part of not just the
Jewish people’s identity, but their religious identity, and it needed to be attended to.
It is also important to note that Paul’s focus on unity does not indicate that all Christians are
or should be alike. Unity in Christ does not negate the cultural uniqueness or differences
that define who each of us are. Paul neither insists that Gentile believers cease being
Gentiles nor that Jewish believers cease being Jews.

Ephesians 2:1–22 (for reference)
You were dead through the trespasses and sins 2 in which you once lived, following
the course of this world, following the ruler of the power of the air, the spirit that is now
at work among those who are disobedient. 3 All of us once lived among them in the
passions of our flesh, following the desires of flesh and senses, and we were by nature
children of wrath, like everyone else. 4 But God, who is rich in mercy, out of the great
love with which he loved us 5 even when we were dead through our trespasses, made
us alive together with Christ—by grace you have been saved— 6 and raised us up with
him and seated us with him in the heavenly places in Christ Jesus, 7 so that in the ages
to come he might show the immeasurable riches of his grace in kindness toward us in
Christ Jesus. 8 For by grace you have been saved through faith, and this is not your
own doing; it is the gift of God— 9 not the result of works, so that no one may
boast. 10 For we are what he has made us, created in Christ Jesus for good works, which
God prepared beforehand to be our way of life.

So then, remember that at one time you Gentiles by birth, called “the uncircumcision”
by those who are called “the circumcision”—a physical circumcision made in the flesh
by human hands— 12 remember that you were at that time without Christ, being aliens
from the commonwealth of Israel, and strangers to the covenants of promise, having
no hope and without God in the world. 13 But now in Christ Jesus you who once were
far off have been brought near by the blood of Christ. 14 For he is our peace; in his flesh
11
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he has made both groups into one and has broken down the dividing wall, that is, the
hostility between us. 15 He has abolished the law with its commandments and
ordinances, that he might create in himself one new humanity in place of the two, thus
making peace, 16 and might reconcile both groups to God in one body through the
cross, thus putting to death that hostility through it. 17 So he came and proclaimed
peace to you who were far off and peace to those who were near; 18 for through him
both of us have access in one Spirit to the Father. 19 So then you are no longer strangers
and aliens, but you are citizens with the saints and also members of the household of
God, 20 built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets, with Christ Jesus
himself as the cornerstone. 21 In him the whole structure is joined together and grows
into a holy temple in the Lord; 22 in whom you also are built together spiritually into a
dwelling place for God.

A Truly Multicultural Church
As Paul reminds us in 1 Corinthians 12:14–26, being people of God is about unity amidst
our diversity, not unity to the negation of our diversity. Oneness in Christ is not the
equivalent of sameness.

1 Corinthians 12:14–26
14
Indeed, the body does not consist of one member but of many. 15 If the foot would
say, “Because I am not a hand, I do not belong to the body,” that would not make it
any less a part of the body. 16 And if the ear would say, “Because I am not an eye, I do
not belong to the body,” that would not make it any less a part of the body. 17 If the
whole body were an eye, where would the hearing be? If the whole body were
hearing, where would the sense of smell be? 18 But as it is, God arranged the members
in the body, each one of them, as he chose. 19 If all were a single member, where
would the body be? 20 As it is, there are many members, yet one body. 21 The eye
cannot say to the hand, “I have no need of you,” nor again the head to the feet, “I have
no need of you.” 22 On the contrary, the members of the body that seem to be weaker
are indispensable, 23 and those members of the body that we think less honorable we
clothe with greater honor, and our less respectable members are treated with greater
respect; 24 whereas our more respectable members do not need this. But God has so
arranged the body, giving the greater honor to the inferior member, 25 that there may
be no dissension within the body, but the members may have the same care for one
another. 26 If one member suffers, all suffer together with it; if one member is honored,
all rejoice together with it.
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In continuing with this thought of unity through our diversity, it is important to remember
that the Gentiles are included in the promises to Israel. They are part of the kingdom, and
this is significant. In other words, think about what it would mean to you if the Day of
Pentecost and Acts 15 and so much of the narrative between those two events had never
taken place.
What is important to understand is that if you take those scenarios out, the only way to
salvation is to either be born Jewish or become Jewish. Anyone who is not Jewish is
denied salvation. If we remove these conversations and these councils, then you go back
to putting the law on people, which is what Paul advises them not to do.
Yes, this is a first-century scenario that has the potential to seem distant to us, but the
implications are very connected to our churches today. The sameness (cultural and
otherwise) that was being asserted by the Jewish people in Acts 15 in order to receive
salvation is much like the sameness that is often felt, pushed, and communicated in our
churches today. It wasn’t acceptable then, and it isn’t now, either. Sameness isn’t a
requirement for salvation.

Acts 15:1–35 (for reference)
Then certain individuals came down from Judea and were teaching the brothers,
“Unless you are circumcised according to the custom of Moses, you cannot be
saved.” 2 And after Paul and Barnabas had no small dissension and debate with them,
Paul and Barnabas and some of the others were appointed to go up to Jerusalem to
discuss this question with the apostles and the elders. 3 So they were sent on their way
by the church, and as they passed through both Phoenicia and Samaria, they reported
the conversion of the Gentiles, and brought great joy to all the believers. 4 When they
came to Jerusalem, they were welcomed by the church and the apostles and the
elders, and they reported all that God had done with them. 5 But some believers who
belonged to the sect of the Pharisees stood up and said, “It is necessary for them to
be circumcised and ordered to keep the law of Moses.”

The apostles and the elders met together to consider this matter. 7 After there had
been much debate, Peter stood up and said to them, “My brothers, you know that in
the early days God made a choice among you, that I should be the one through whom
the Gentiles would hear the message of the good news and become believers. 8 And
God, who knows the human heart, testified to them by giving them the Holy Spirit, just
as he did to us; 9 and in cleansing their hearts by faith he has made no distinction
between them and us. 10 Now therefore why are you putting God to the test by placing
on the neck of the disciples a yoke that neither our ancestors nor we have been able
to bear? 11 On the contrary, we believe that we will be saved through the grace of the
Lord Jesus, just as they will.”
6
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The whole assembly kept silence and listened to Barnabas and Paul as they told of
all the signs and wonders that God had done through them among the Gentiles. 13 After
they finished speaking, James replied, “My brothers, listen to me. 14 Simeon has related
how God first looked favorably on the Gentiles, to take from among them a people for
his name. 15 This agrees with the words of the prophets, as it is written,
12

‘After this I will return, and I will rebuild the dwelling of David, which has fallen;
from its ruins I will rebuild it, and I will set it up,
17
so that all other peoples may seek the Lord—even all the Gentiles over whom
my name has been called. Thus says the Lord, who has been making these
things 18 known from long ago.’
16

Therefore I have reached the decision that we should not trouble those Gentiles who
are turning to God, 20 but we should write to them to abstain only from things polluted
by idols and from fornication and from whatever has been strangled and from
blood. 21 For in every city, for generations past, Moses has had those who proclaim him,
for he has been read aloud every sabbath in the synagogues.”
19

Then the apostles and the elders, with the consent of the whole church, decided to
choose men from among their members and to send them to Antioch with Paul and
Barnabas. They sent Judas called Barsabbas, and Silas, leaders among the
brothers, 23 with the following letter: “The brothers, both the apostles and the elders,
to the believers of Gentile origin in Antioch and Syria and Cilicia, greetings. 24 Since we
have heard that certain persons who have gone out from us, though with no
instructions from us, have said things to disturb you and have unsettled your
minds, 25 we have decided unanimously to choose representatives and send them to
you, along with our beloved Barnabas and Paul, 26 who have risked their lives for the
sake of our Lord Jesus Christ. 27 We have therefore sent Judas and Silas, who
themselves will tell you the same things by word of mouth. 28 For it has seemed good
to the Holy Spirit and to us to impose on you no further burden than these
essentials: 29 that you abstain from what has been sacrificed to idols and from blood
and from what is strangled and from fornication. If you keep yourselves from these, you
will do well. Farewell.”
22

So they were sent off and went down to Antioch. When they gathered the
congregation together, they delivered the letter. 31 When its members read it, they
rejoiced at the exhortation. 32 Judas and Silas, who were themselves prophets, said
much to encourage and strengthen the believers. 33 After they had been there for
some time, they were sent off in peace by the believers to those who had sent
them. 35 But Paul and Barnabas remained in Antioch, and there, with many others, they
taught and proclaimed the word of the Lord.
30
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There is another crucial element to note at the beginning of Acts 15. When all of this is
taking place, the “Gentiles are there, but not there, spoken about but not spoken with. This
is a scene of the Gentile-in-theory, not the Gentile-in-reality in conversation in reciprocal
and mutual interaction.”9 The danger in not recognizing this exclusion is in normalizing it,
and the church has often been guilty of doing just such. The Gentiles have been present
but not included. Their mere presence is imagined to be much more than what it actually
is, and with the implementation seen in vv. 25–27 that begins to change.

Turn-and-Talk Reflection
Are there ways you see this or feel this happening in your church—the
presence of simple diversity versus true inclusion?
Or, upon honest reflection, is it not something you have noticed?
What might it look like for diversity to be truly included?

The differences seen here in Acts are a representation of the differences that are present
in our lives today and are “not an inevitable impediment for relationship but the very stage
on which God will create a deeper and richer reality of communion with the divine life.”10
Thus, to truly embody this beautiful multiplicity put forth by the Creator means that we
enact a life together that honors and respects the complexities of peoples’ differences
without funneling those differences into a place of assimilation, because without those
differences, we lose the full expansive nature of who God is. We lose imago Dei.
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THE IMPACT ON CHILDREN’S MINISTRY
(20 minutes)

This next section is presented in a general overview format that, for the sake of time,
moves much of the foundational information to the appendix section of this resource
guide. If there is time within your current session or when you are able to engage in
further equipping conversations, it would be incredibly beneficial to reflect on the
additional material and engage in more in-depth conversations in order to better
understand how a dominant-culture communication of Christianity impacts children.
This information is located in Appendix C at the end of the resource guide.

Introduction

Self-Reflection
A theologian once made the statement, “[We] must be made aware of
[our] role and responsibility each time [we] literally, that is,
unthinkingly/uncritically, pass these stories on to the next generation.”
How would you interpret this statement?
How does it shape you as a children’s ministry volunteer?
How do children in our ministry see themselves in God’s unfolding story,
and how do they see themselves in the world because of our ministry?

These questions emanating out of the attached quote11 shed light on the ways in which
barriers, both intentional and unintentional, obstruct the ability of children to grow in their
spiritual walk with God. We must be willing to honestly ask ourselves whether our
communication of God’s message is unbiased.

“And what does the LORD require of you but to do justice,
and to love kindness, and to walk humbly with your God.”
~ Micah 6:8
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Unfortunately, research has shown us that not only does overall society reflect a European
dominance, but that same dominance undoubtedly shapes the way we interpret and
articulate the Bible.12 Therefore, it is critical that we, as those who participate in the spiritual
formation of children, recognize what is happening so that we can begin intentionally
working to do better.
“Do the best you can until you know better.

Then when you know better, do better.”
~ Maya Angelou

Once we know better, we must then actively and intentionally work to do better.

Journal Reflection
As you consider the following questions, how would you respond? If you
are unsure of how you would respond or if you feel some sort of
emotional reaction as you think about it, then simply approach this
reflection time with an open heart, because whether we intend to or not,
there is a very real impact happening in our diverse churches, especially
to our children of color, but in truth, to all children.
What role do I play in furthering a system that presents an incomplete and
imbalanced message of God, one that diminishes the ability for all of
God’s church to come fully into relationship with God?
Could my presentation of the Bible be considered White and Eurocentric
(thinking through both the visual and the verbal)?
What do I communicate to the children in my ministry, and how is that
impacting them as individuals both from a societal standpoint and in their
faith development?

In order to change this and really understand the implications of this current trajectory, it is
crucial for this conversation to occur and for us to truly examine the work we do in ministry
with a posture of openness and humility. Otherwise, this dominant-culture perspective will
continue to pervade Christianity.
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Resource Impact
Generally speaking, the images and artifacts that permeate a children’s ministry wing,
unless one is at a predominantly Black church, are that of a White, Eurocentric perspective
of Christianity. There are exceptions to this statement, but they are just that, the exception.
Stop and think for a moment about the different visuals seen in the classrooms, children’s
storybook Bibles, coloring pictures, flannelgraphs, etc. Think about what you see or what
you have experienced.

Self-Reflection
Looking at the following images, what stands out to you?
(See Appendix D for images.)

Unfortunately, this Eurocentric approach is not limited only to images but to the way we
talk about the Bible as well. Think about how sin is often described from a color
perspective.

Journal Reflection
Look at the following images and look at/listen to/read the following
language. These are different “activities” that have been used in
children’s ministries throughout the country on an incredibly regular basis.
What stands out to you? How do you react to this? (See Appendix E for
images and language.)

Light and darkness falls into this same category. It is communicated mostly from a singular
perspective that equates darkness with the absence of God without ever acknowledging
the passages that speak to God’s holy darkness.

“Then Solomon said, ‘The LORD has said that he would dwell in thick darkness.’”
~ 1 Kings 8:12

23

237

“Then the people stood at a distance, while Moses drew near
to the thick darkness where God was.”
~ Exodus 20:21
“Clouds and thick darkness are all around him;
righteousness and justice are the foundation of his throne.”
~ Psalm 97:2
“These words the LORD spoke with a loud voice to your whole assembly at the mountain,
out of the fire, the cloud, and the thick darkness, and he added no more.
He wrote them on two stone tablets, and gave them to me.”
~ Deuteronomy 5:22
This singular perspective of darkness shapes our students whether we realize it or not,
and it is harmful, because often we don’t even realize that we are doing this. While we
have to become aware, we must do more than that. We must be actively working against
this, because it is fully present, and it is pervasive. “Due to mental associations between
color and morality, research demonstrates that a negative bias exists, which perceives that
dark skin is equal to bad actions (Devine, 1989). That black is bad and sin is black has
been promoted in Sunday school curricula for so long that Christians might actually think
‘black as sin’ is in the Bible.”13

Group Reflection
In one sentence, answer one of the following two questions:
•

If this is the message that our children are receiving, what does
this do to them?

•

What is the children’s ministry inadvertently communicating not
only to children of color but to White children as well?

From a very early age, as children see pictures of a European-looking Jesus or
representations of sin as black, they are visualizing the Bible from a limited, White
perspective that shapes the way they not only see themselves, but others as well, being
made in the image of God or as mattering. Furthermore, because people are generally not
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even aware that this is happening, without purposeful intervention, this perspective of faith
will continue to be passed onto the next generation.
While there is a much larger and essential conversation to be had here, it must be limited
for the scope of this current conversation. However, there is a significant amount of
information available in Appendix C that continues this conversation and provides a
deeper understanding. What is important to remember, though, as we move into our
conversation on spiritual formation, is that:
1. all of this has lasting implications on our relationship with God and our relationship
with each other, and
2. this is about expressing the fullness of God as designed by a multicultural and
inclusive God.
Therefore, when one examines the importance of being a multicultural and inclusive
community of faith and how that impacts a person’s spiritual formation, we must
understand that it does not begin in adulthood. It is part of a person’s faith development
from early childhood.
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SPIRITUAL FORMATION
(10 minutes)

While this section will be brief in nature, much like the previous two sections there is
additional information that is incredibly valuable for better understanding the
interrelatedness of the theological and sociological impact on spiritual formation.
Therefore, further study can be done either individually or as a group utilizing
Appendix F at the end of this resource guide.

Consider what fosters spiritual formation in children. While there are many facets to the
spiritual formation of children, for the purpose of this conversation, we will center on three
key points.
1. Spiritual formation is impacted by a person both knowing their place in God’s story
and experiencing it. It is of the utmost importance that children come to know and
connect with God’s story. “For faith, it is therefore especially important to
acknowledge that the most significant and fundamental form of learning is
experience.”14
2. The context in which this happens has a tremendous impact. “Children begin
borrowing ideas from their environment to make sense of their world at a very
young age. Toddlers and preschoolers perceive the dominant values of their
culture well before they can articulate those beliefs or assess whether they are
appropriate or inappropriate.”15
3. Children can be “formed in ways that are not positive and do not contribute to their
flourishing.”16
Story and experience alongside an intentionally, multicultural environment (considering the
shared definition of multicultural)—that is how we impact spiritual formation either
positively or negatively.
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PRACTICAL APPLICATION
(40 minutes)
Activity: The Story of Jonah
• Directions
o Divide everyone into groups of 3–5 people. And tell them that you are going
to give them about 5 minutes to come up with a quick way to tell the story of
Jonah to the larger group. There are no restrictions on how they can tell it;
they just need to pretend that they are teaching it to a group of kids (any
age).
o After each group has finished, discuss the following:
§ How did your group “prepare” your lesson or discuss/decide which
parts of the lesson were the ones that would be focused on?
§ Was there any sort of “autopilot” approach to your lesson? Why?
§ Do we have the tendency in children’s ministry, due to the greater
repetition of stories, to go on “autopilot” or be a little more
“unthinking” in our preparation and presentation?
As we move into the practical application part of this equipping session, it is important to
realize that for many of us, we often default to a less critical mode of discernment when
preparing a lesson for children’s ministry, and that cannot be our natural reflex, because it
means that we will tend to operate out of a White, Eurocentric mindset, and as we have
already seen, that is problematic at best and incredibly harmful at worst.

“But the wisdom from above is first pure, then peaceable, gentle, willing to yield,
full of mercy and good fruits, without a trace of partiality or hypocrisy.”
~ James 3:17
Therefore, as we start to imagine how to take all of this information and apply it to what we
are doing in ministry, we want to adopt an intentional, almost-systematic approach.
Primary Questions
The first step is to approach lesson preparation through a questioning lens. By developing
a pattern of asking questions of your lesson as you prepare it, the hope is that you will:
1. Develop a greater awareness of the potential issues that accompany a default
approach to the text,
2. Expand your ability to address the problematic elements of the lesson, and
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3. Present a more multiculturally-influenced lesson that provides space for students to
experience their place within God’s unfolding story.
There are three main categories of questions to be applied: 1) text, 2) material, and 3)
interpretation. As we work to understand the elements encapsulated within these
categories, we will also practice applying them.
Text Questions
Question: What does the text itself say?
• Read and absorb the factual text, not just what we imagine it to say or have “heard”
it to say. In many diverse churches that operate out of a dominant-culture lens, the
White, Eurocentric perspective is viewed as the normative one in such a pervasive
way that it has shaped the way we hear and then tell the story.
Question: Where on the map did this story take place?
• It is important, especially when the location of a Bible story is not as widely
understood within current contexts, to pinpoint the location on a map. By doing so,
we are provided with a deeper cultural understanding of the story and are able to
then help our students do so as well. Additionally, this question should help shape
the visuals that we choose to use in telling the story.
Material Questions
Question: Who do we not see or hear in this story? What voices are silent, and/or who are
the invisible participants in the story?
• Consider this question regarding both the textual and visual representation of the
story.
• With this question, we are seeking out all who are part of the story, and more
specifically, we are considering who the often-overlooked characters of a story are
and what are their roles within the story. By asking this question, we are also trying
to keep from placing someone in a position of “unimportance” based on our own
perspective of the story.
Interpretation Questions
Question: How is my interpretation of the story going to impact others? How would this
story be heard by _______ [consider a people group]?
• Becoming aware of how your cultural and interpretive experiences impact others,
regardless of intent, is an important step in becoming a more multicultural
community of faith. It also taps into the important adaptive, behavioral skillset of
empathy and asks you to be not only more culturally self-aware but culturally otheraware. In other words, when we teach a Bible story or lesson from a White,
Eurocentric lens, we aren’t considering how that lesson might be heard or
experienced by another people group. In order to move toward decentering the
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dominant-culture, normative, ethnocentric perspective, we must actively reflect on
and seek out the different perspectives that exist.
Question: How might you navigate difficult conversations that could come up as a result
of a more multicultural interpretation of the text?
• From children’s perspective, hearing the text from a more multicultural lens might
elicit questions, because the story feels new in some ways. Be prepared to answer
those questions.
• From an adult’s perspective, there is often a level of discomfort that accompanies
this intentional, multicultural approach to the different Bible lessons or stories,
because the lesson may feel “changed” as opposed to what it actually is—more
complete.
Questions for Further Reflection
While the above questions are viewed as the primary questions that need to be applied to
all lessons, there are others that could be helpful as well. If you want to do further
reflection, here are some suggested questions. The first question is incredibly impactful if
you are able to include it in your preparation.
•
•
•
•
•

Does the lesson make real-world, authentic connections?
Does this Bible story contain any lessons that have modern implications of how we
treat marginalized people today?
Are the activities associated with the lesson inclusive?
Can the students see themselves within the lesson?
Is there contextual information that would illuminate the lesson more fully?

Question Exercise
• Directions:
o Divide everyone into groups of 3–5 people. Assign each group a story and
go through the primary questions. While there are recommended stories
below, any story will work. Once all of the groups have had some time to do
this, have each group come up with an answer to the following question:
How do your answers to the questions change the way you tell the story?
• Story Recommendations
o David and Goliath (1 Samuel 17)
o Jacob and Leah (Genesis 29)
o Good Samaritan (Luke 10:25–37)
o Hagar and Ishmael Sent Away (Genesis 21:8–21)
o Israelites Are Oppressed and the Hebrew Midwives (Exodus 1)
o Philip and the Ethiopian Eunuch (Acts 8:26–40)
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o Daughters of Zelophehad (Numbers 27:1–11)
o Resurrection of Jesus (Matthew 28:1–10; Mark 16:1–11)
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EVALUATING AND ADAPTING LESSONS
(45 minutes)
We love our children’s ministry volunteers and the heart they have for children along with
the desire to serve the kingdom. Children’s ministry would not be able to function without
our volunteers. However, we also recognize that not all children’s ministry volunteers feel
super comfortable with evaluating and adapting lessons. Therefore, this next section will
address how to do that.
The first step is evaluating the lesson or the story. This should be done whether you have
been given a specific lesson with curriculum to teach or a general passage of Scripture
with which to create a lesson on your own.
Evaluate
Thinking about the Jonah exercise that the group did at the beginning of this section,
answer the primary questions above in relation to the story.

Appendix G contains additional background information on the story of Jonah that
would be helpful for you to have as the facilitator when working through this exercise
as a group. It also contains some reflections from a group that participated in this
exercise.

Turn-and-Talk Reflection
What do you notice about this story after walking through this exercise?
What stands out to you specifically from a multicultural perspective?
What do you need to be mindful of if you are to teach this story?

Now that you have evaluated the lesson, hopefully it is evident that there are some areas
within the way that story might be told that need to be adapted.
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Adapt
Steps to adapting a lesson:
1. Pray for the Holy Spirit to guide you as you seek to approach and teach this lesson
through a multiculturally-inclusive lens.
2. Read the text of the lesson.
3. If you are able, read through a few different translations.
a. Additionally, after reading through multiple translations, if you have time,
write out the story in your own words. This exercise will help you better
articulate what you are reading rather than just defaulting to what you have
typically heard about the lesson.
4. Apply the primary questions to the lesson.
a. As you answer the questions, reflect on how the answers shape your
understanding of the story. Especially pay attention to the places where you
are noticing something new or different. Chances are this is a point that
needs to be highlighted.
5. Be willing to reach out to someone else to get a deeper perspective.
6. Plan how you will teach the lesson (verbally, visually, with lesson reinforcement).
a. Don’t feel tied to what a printed curriculum says to do especially if it doesn’t
demonstrate a multicultural lens. You can modify it slightly or change it
entirely.
b. Either script out your lesson/lesson plan or write down the points that push
back against an ethnocentric perspective that need to be highlighted for the
children. While you generally may not need to do this, until you are more
accustomed to looking through a more multiculturally-inclusive lens, it is
helpful to have these points written out.
7. Gather any resources you will need with an eye toward multiculturalism. If the
visuals are not indicative of a multicultural lens, then that is the message the
children will receive.
a. It is okay to ask students to mentally imagine a story or draw it out on their
own as you tell it in simple but descriptive terms.
8. Once again, always be willing to reach out to someone else to get a more inclusive
perspective.
a. This can put you in a place of vulnerability, which is scary. However, it is
essential that we open ourselves up for feedback and reflection to become
a more inclusive faith community.
While this exercise may seem overwhelming at first, it is not meant to be so. As with any
new skill, the more you practice applying these evaluation and adaptation skills, the more
natural they will become.

32

246

Application Exercise: Small Groups
• Directions:
o Divide the larger group into groups of about 3–5 people and assign each
group a different lesson or story (see below). Have them walk through the
adaptation process. As they do this, listen in to what the groups are doing
and offer feedback if necessary.
o If there is time, have them talk the rest of the group through some of the
choices they made in their lessons.
• Lesson Options:
o Below are lessons that are often taught within a children’s ministry. Have
each group select one lesson (or assign each group a lesson) to do the
“Application Exercise” with.
§ Adam and Eve in the Garden (Genesis 2–3)
§ Noah (Genesis 6–9)
§ Abraham’s Call (Genesis 12)
§ Hagar and Ishmael Sent Away (Genesis 21)
§ Moses Flees to Midian (Exodus 2:11–25)
§ The Spies and Caleb and Joshua (Numbers 13–14)
§ The Promised Land / Rahab (Joshua 1–2)
§ Deborah (Judges 4–5)
§ Queen of Sheba Visits Solomon (1 Kings 10)
§ Young Joash Repairs the Temple (2 Kings 12)
§ Daniel and the Babylonian Exile (Daniel 1–3)
§ Nehemiah Rebuilds (Nehemiah 1)
§ Esther (Esther 2–9)
§ The Faith of the Centurion (Matthew 8:5–13)
§ The Great Commission (Matthew 28:16–20)
§ Jesus Rejected at Nazareth (Luke 4:14–30)
§ Jesus and the Samaritan Woman (John 4:1–26)
§ Day of Pentecost (Acts 2)
§ Philip and the Ethiopian Eunuch (Acts 8:26–40)
§ God Sends Paul to Macedonia (Acts 15:36–16:10)

Further practice of this skill is always helpful. However, there will most likely not be
time within the confines of an initial equipping session. Therefore, as you have time or
opportunity, practice the above application exercise utilizing different stories.
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AN IMPORTANT CONVERSATION
(15 minutes)
The Many Faces of Jesus
• Directions:
o Using the images found in Appendix H, have the volunteers look at the
many different representations of Jesus from across a vast multicultural
spectrum and then spend time reflecting on both the images and the
feelings that come out of those images.

Journal Reflection
As you look at these images, what stands out to you?
How do you feel when you see a lighter-skinned Jesus versus a darkerskinned Jesus, or do you have a noticeable difference in feeling?
How often do you see different reflections of Jesus?
How often do you bring multicultural images of Jesus into your children’s
ministry classroom?

If we are truly being honest with ourselves, for most people some sort of feeling arises
from these images, because we have long been socialized to view Jesus from a White,
Eurocentric perspective. To be able to move toward being diverse, equitable, and
inclusive in our presentation of Scripture, we must be able to openly reflect on where we
fall short and actively work to change our ethnocentric perspective.
Additionally, we must be willing to have the difficult conversations. One of those difficult
conversations comes from a place of “White Jesus.”17 Generally speaking, a dominantculture person sees an image of Jesus portrayed as White and does not think anything of
it. Conversely, that same person can see an image of Jesus as Black and questions its
historical accuracy. There is a significant amount of socialization at play in that response,
and it is one that we have to be willing to talk about.

Turn-and-Talk Reflection
Why do you think, generally speaking, we are able to view a White,
Eurocentric representation of Jesus through a lens of iconography but
struggle when it comes to a Jesus of color?
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RESOURCES
There is a tremendous number of resources available to be used in a children’s ministry
setting (e.g., Bible storybooks, picture books, visual images both in print and on the web,
coloring sheets, free and purchased curriculum, videos, etc.). Some of the resources are
good representations of a multicultural approach to the Bible, and others are not. As
volunteers, we must be willing to forgo using something that might be easily accessible or
what is typically used or “all” that we can find so that we are leaning into being the
multicultural community of faith that we are seeking to be. It is not always easy, but we
must be willing to hold ourselves accountable.
In Appendix I (and also in the participant’s journal), there is a list of suggested resources.
This list is by no means exhaustive, but it provides a starting point.
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CONCLUSION
(5 minutes)

Group Reflection
At the beginning, you were asked to consider why we are here today.
I’d like to ask that question again. Why are we here today? Why is this
an important conversation in the life of our church and in the kingdom of
God? Do any of us have different answers from the ones we started
with 4 hours ago?

My hope and prayer are that we are seeing the essential nature of this shift in our ministry
paradigm toward one that is more inclusive, one that each and every child can see
themselves as part of, and one that will not create barriers to spiritual formation in our
children.
Remember, though, today is a starting point. It is part of a longer journey that we will all
take together, growing with and through each other’s unique perspectives and
experiences. The journey will not be easy, but it is imperative, and we cannot wait for the
“right time to do right.”18

“Though I am free and belong to no one, I have made myself a slave to everyone, to win as many as
possible. To the Jews I became like a Jew, to win the Jews. To those under the law I became like one
under the law (though I myself am not under the law), so as to win those under the law. To those not
having the law I became like one not having the law (though I am not free from God’s law but am
under Christ’s law), so as to win those not having the law. To the weak I became weak, to win the
weak. I have become all things to all people so that by all possible means I might save some.”
~ 1 Corinthians 9:19–22
Close in prayer.
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PART TWO: APPENDICES
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Appendix A
“Where I’m From” Poem

(Adapted from the Santa Ana Unified School District)

I am from ______________________________
(specific ordinary item)
From ________________________ and __________________________ .
(product name)
(product name)
I am from the ______________________________________________
(home description)
___________________ , ___________________ , ________________________________ .
(adjective)
(adjective)
(sensory detail)
I am from ________________________________ , _________________________________ .
(plant, flower, natural item)
(description of above item)
I'm from ____________________________ and ______________________________
(family tradition)
(family trait)
From ______________________________ and ______________________________ .
(name of family member)
(another family name)
I'm from the ____________________________ and ______________________________
(description of family tendency)
(another one)
From _________________________________ and ______________________________ .
(something you were told as a child)
(another)
I'm from ______________________________ , __________________________________
(representation of religion or lack of),
(further description)
I'm from _______________________________________________
(place of birth and family ancestry)
___________________________________ , ___________________________________
(a food item that represents your family)
(another one)
From the ______________________________________________________________
(specific family story about a specific person and detail)
The _________________________________ ______________________________________
(another detail of another family member)
(location of family pictures, mementos, archives)
__________________________________________________________________________ .
(line explaining the importance of family items)
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About “Where I’m From”19
By George Ella Lyon
“Where I'm From” grew out of my response to a poem from Stories I Ain't Told
Nobody Yet (Orchard Books, 1989; Theater Communications Group, 1991) by my friend,
Tennessee writer Jo Carson. All of the People Pieces, as Jo calls them, are based on
things folks actually said, and number 22 begins, “I want to know when you get to be from
a place.” Jo's speaker, one of those people “that doesn't have roots like trees,” tells us “I
am from Interstate 40” and “I am from the work my father did.”
In the summer of 1993, I decided to see what would happen if I made my own
where-I'm-from lists, which I did, in a black and white speckled composition book. I edited
them into a poem—not my usual way of working—but even when that was done I kept on
making the lists. The process was too rich and too much fun to give up after only one
poem. Realizing this, I decided to try it as an exercise with other writers, and it immediately
took off. The list form is simple and familiar, and the question of where you are from
reaches deep.
Since then, the poem as a writing prompt has traveled in amazing ways. People
have used it at their family reunions, teachers have used it with kids all over the United
States, in Ecuador and China; they have taken it to girls in juvenile detention, to men in
prison for life, and to refugees in a camp in the Sudan. Its life beyond my notebook is a
testimony to the power of poetry, of roots, and of teachers. My thanks to all of you who
have taken it to heart and handed it on. It's a thrill to read the poems you send me, to have
a window into that many young souls.
“Where I'm From” By George Ella Lyon
I am from clothespins, from Clorox and carbon-tetrachloride.
I am from the dirt under the back porch. (Black, glistening, it tasted like beets.)
I am from the forsythia bush the Dutch elm whose long-gone limbs I remember as if they
were my own.
I'm from fudge and eyeglasses, from Imogene and Alafair.
I'm from the know-it-alls and the pass-it-ons, from Perk up! and Pipe down!
I'm from He restoreth my soul with a cottonball lamb and ten verses I can say myself.
I'm from Artemus and Billie's Branch, fried corn and strong coffee.
From the finger my grandfather lost to the auger, the eye my father shut to keep his sight.
Under my bed was a dress box spilling old pictures, a sift of lost faces to drift beneath my
dreams.
I am from those moments—snapped before I budded—leaf-fall from the family tree.
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Appendix B
Expansion of the Scriptural Framework
Imago Dei
The Old Testament very early on declares us to be made in the image of God (Gen 1:26–
27). Being made in the image of God (imago Dei) expresses a fundamentally relational
aspect of God. It is foundational. In this understanding of imago Dei, not only do we get a
glimpse of the expansive nature of who God is through this recognition that each and
every one of us reflects God, but it is evident that there is a relationship established
between God and humankind that is offered by God regardless of whether or not it is
deserved.

Genesis 1:26–27
26
Then God said, “Let us make humankind in our image, according to our likeness; and
let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the birds of the air, and over
the cattle, and over all the wild animals of the earth, and over every creeping thing that
creeps upon the earth.”
27
So God created humankind in his image,
in the image of God he created them;
male and female he created them.

Humankind has a central and distinctive place within the unfolding story of God. Scholar
Nonna Verna Harrison states, “The divine image thus establishes us in a relationship with
God. This relationship defines the core of who we are and is the foundation of everything
else the divine image and likeness in the human person can become.”20 It is also important
to realize that the God-directed relationship or connection that is a result of the imago Dei
cannot be broken, because God freely entered into relationship with humankind and
committed God’s divine self to be in faithful relationship. Despite the brokenness of each
person, God will not separate God’s self from relationship with an individual. God desires
to be fully in relationship with us, and we are called to be fully in relationship not only with
God, but with each other as well.
Knowing this about God means that it is all the more evident that by creating humanity in
God’s image, there is a connection rooted in love. As 1 John 4:19 states, “We love because
[God] first loved us,” and the capacity we have to love is the result of God’s unconditional
love for us. As Jan-Olav Henriksen asserts, “We can relate the notion of the image of God
to the notion of love as a transcendental condition for human experience.”21 There is the
knitting together of both that indicates that one cannot exist without the other.
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How does being made in the image of God speak to the way in which God seeks out and
acts within the lives of God’s creation regardless of response? It indicates that we are
loved and held in relationship with God no matter what. We are that important to God.
God shows up time and time again even when the people of God turn away, and God
openly seeks out a relationship rooted in love as a result of imago Dei. Throughout the
Hebrew Bible there are many stories of God standing with and declaring a relational
faithfulness to humanity only to have humankind dismiss the ways of the Lord. Yet, God
continues to pursue humanity, because the Creator undoubtedly knows that there is a
greater story on the horizon. The prophet Jeremiah states, “The days are surely coming,
says the LORD, when I will make a new covenant with the house of Israel and the house of
Judah. . . . I will put my law within them, and I will write it on their hearts; and I will be their
God, and they shall be my people. . . . For they shall all know me” (Jer 31:31, 33–34).
As has been the pattern throughout Scripture, God has not left God’s people, and as the
Old Testament comes to a close, we can more clearly see that who God is from the
beginning—a God of relationship formulated around imago Dei—is who God intends to be,
and God is bringing that about through this larger narrative. This is decidedly felt with one
of the most preeminent moments of the text—the coming of the Savior, the true Messiah,
“the Alpha and the Omega . . . who is and who was and who is to come, the Almighty” (Rev
1:8). God Incarnate is sent by God in heaven to “proclaim the good news of the kingdom of
God” (Luke 4:43), and as the Gospels give an accounting of this, it is unmistakable that this
will be done in a very countercultural way.
That God enters human history in love is seen throughout Scripture in the places where
Jesus heals, welcomes, and communes with the most marginalized of people. Thus, the
inclusive and relational nature demonstrated by God in the creation account is visible here
in the new creation of Christ. Imago Dei is not a human attribute or a possession of
humanity. It is the image of God simply because God wills it to be so. The “willing” of
imago Dei by God is seen through the life of Jesus, and as Jesus fulfills the will of his
Father, what appears to be abject humility is the manifestation of the glory of God in all
God’s fullness.
In building on the ministry of Jesus and witnessing to the early church, the Apostle Paul is
especially impactful. The words of Paul to the church at Corinth reveal that God “decreed
before the ages” (1 Cor 2:7) all that happened, and that includes the fullness of being
bound closely to Christ since Christ is the image of God (2 Cor 4:4; Col 1:15).
This idea of being bound closely to Christ is built upon through Paul’s expression of the
ministry and life of Jesus and becomes a prevalent theme. While there is little that directly
references the framework of imago Dei throughout the biblical narrative, there is much
that expresses the characteristics of a God who is intentionally relational and whose desire
to be in relationship with humanity cannot be broken despite the entrance of sin into the
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world. Additionally, regardless of how humanity might respond, God will continue to
pursue us, and if our lives are to be shaped by the story of Scripture, we need to
understand that each of us has a place within that story.
Vertical and Horizontal Relationships
Another key element of the relationship between God and humanity is spoken about in
Matthew 22:37–39.

Matthew 22:37–39
37
He said to him, “‘You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all
your soul, and with all your mind.’ 38 This is the greatest and first commandment. 39 And
a second is like it: ‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself.’”

In this exchange between the legal expertise of the Pharisees and Jesus, the goal on the
part of the Pharisee is to try to trip Jesus up. He is asking Jesus to select one of the
commandments in the law and declare it to be “most important.” However, Jesus’s answer
does not choose only one law. Instead, Jesus goes to the heart and center of the law and
speaks to what is most central to their shared faith tradition.
First, he quotes Deuteronomy 6:5, the Shema.

Deuteronomy 6:5
5
You shall love the LORD your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with
all your might.

The Shema was repeated twice daily, and it was a well-known, foundational part of every
Jewish person’s identity. Included in it was obedience to the other commandments given
by God. Additionally, the command to love God connotes a giving of oneself to God with
the entirety of one’s person.
After Jesus quotes Deuteronomy 6:5, he then continues with Leviticus 19:18, another
significant principle of the Torah.
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Leviticus 19:18
18
You shall not take vengeance or bear a grudge against any of your people, but you
shall love your neighbor as yourself: I am the LORD.

Also, as in the case of Jesus’s first commandment, love here indicates something more
than simply a general feeling of attachment. Instead, it is a concrete responsibility that
speaks to giving someone what that person needs (cf. Lev. 19:18, 34) with all of who a
person is. There is a responsibility in this commandment to be attuned to the needs of
others through the carrying out of God’s will.
As Jesus speaks to the importance of these two commandments, he follows them up by
reiterating that everything is built upon loving God and loving people (Matt 22:40). “The
kingdom life that Jesus inaugurates fulfills the deepest inclination of humans created in
God’s image. Kingdom life enables his disciples to live the way God intends us to live,
which means responsibly in relationship to God and others.”22
This passage contains what we call the greatest commandments, because they speak to
the very essence of the way that God has created us to live through giving oneself to God
and giving oneself to others.
This passage also illustrates what many scholars talk about in a multi-directional sense.
There is the vertical relationship between a person and God (Matt 22:37), and the
horizontal relationship between a person and others (Matt 22:39). Both are foundational
parts of who God calls us to be, but this understanding isn’t only visible at this point in the
Bible. Ephesians 2 also speaks to this idea.
In the first half of Ephesians 2, Paul is describing the vertical relationship Christians have
with God through Christ.
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Ephesians 2:1–10
You were dead through the trespasses and sins 2 in which you once lived, following
the course of this world, following the ruler of the power of the air, the spirit that is now
at work among those who are disobedient. 3 All of us once lived among them in the
passions of our flesh, following the desires of flesh and senses, and we were by nature
children of wrath, like everyone else. 4 But God, who is rich in mercy, out of the great
love with which he loved us 5 even when we were dead through our trespasses, made
us alive together with Christ—by grace you have been saved— 6 and raised us up with
him and seated us with him in the heavenly places in Christ Jesus, 7 so that in the ages
to come he might show the immeasurable riches of his grace in kindness toward us in
Christ Jesus. 8 For by grace you have been saved through faith, and this is not your
own doing; it is the gift of God— 9 not the result of works, so that no one may
boast. 10 For we are what he has made us, created in Christ Jesus for good works, which
God prepared beforehand to be our way of life.

In this passage not only does Paul speak to the plight of humanity without God—equating
sin with death—but he also contrasts that with the full privilege of humanity with God in
Christ and proclaims that anything less than what we see in 2:4–7 is not the gospel and
not the God who binds God’s self to us through Jesus Christ.
Paul wants us to understand the full depth of what it means to be in relationship with God
(i.e., to love God)—to be in and with Christ. Verses 8–10 demonstrate that Paul’s
understanding of faith is centered around this relationship. While we can do nothing to
gain our salvation and life with God (v. 8), our relationship with God does everything to us
(v. 10). Furthermore, if we are to understand how we live out this vertical relationship in and
with Christ, then we need to adopt an understanding of faith that centers around this same
sort of connectedness that Paul describes. “To build a bridge from the text to our situation
we must recover and proclaim a biblical faith, one that involves us with Christ, effects a
new creation in us, and propels us into doing the good things God expects.”23 In doing so,
we shed our individual identity and pursue a life where our primary relationship is with
Jesus Christ.
While the first part of Ephesians 2 centers around the vertical relationship, the second
focuses on the horizontal one. This parallels what Jesus speaks of in Matthew 22 with his
commands to love God (vertical) and love people (horizontal).

Ephesians 2:11–22
11
So then, remember that at one time you Gentiles by birth, called “the uncircumcision”
by those who are called “the circumcision”—a physical circumcision made in the flesh
by human hands— 12 remember that you were at that time without Christ, being aliens
from the commonwealth of Israel, and strangers to the covenants of promise, having
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no hope and without God in the world. 13 But now in Christ Jesus you who once were
far off have been brought near by the blood of Christ. 14 For he is our peace; in his flesh
he has made both groups into one and has broken down the dividing wall, that is, the
hostility between us. 15 He has abolished the law with its commandments and
ordinances, that he might create in himself one new humanity in place of the two, thus
making peace, 16 and might reconcile both groups to God in one body through the
cross, thus putting to death that hostility through it. 17 So he came and proclaimed
peace to you who were far off and peace to those who were near; 18 for through him
both of us have access in one Spirit to the Father. 19 So then you are no longer strangers
and aliens, but you are citizens with the saints and also members of the household of
God, 20 built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets, with Christ Jesus
himself as the cornerstone. 21 In him the whole structure is joined together and grows
into a holy temple in the Lord; 22 in whom you also are built together spiritually into a
dwelling place for God.

In this part of Ephesians 2, we see the inclusion of Gentiles. This is a theme that originates
in the Hebrew Bible and remains present throughout Scripture. And while it is a secondary
theme within the Old Testament, it is present nonetheless (Gen 12:2–3; Isa 2:2–4; 56:6–7;
Jer 3:17; Pss 22:27; 86:9; 117:1; 148:11).
This embracing of both Jew and Gentile as people of God, which we often equate
primarily with the New Testament, is clearly present throughout the entirety of Scripture,
and it is important to realize that.
There is an intentionality of God’s plan for all of humanity visible through the coming
together of all people, and Paul is drawing our attention to this. It is a primary theme that
will continue to be echoed in a multitude of ways.
As the division and hostility are destroyed, unity and peace are established (Eph 2:14–18).
There is a reconciliation taking place on both a vertical and horizontal level. In and through
Christ, Jews and Gentiles are made into new beings, and as is demonstrated here, we
cannot separate our relationship with God from our relationship with other people. The
horizontal and vertical dimensions interact with and define each other, thus shaping the
way we understand and apply the text.

Ephesians 2:14–18
14
For he is our peace; in his flesh he has made both groups into one and has broken
down the dividing wall, that is, the hostility between us. 15 He has abolished the law with
its commandments and ordinances, that he might create in himself one new humanity
in place of the two, thus making peace, 16 and might reconcile both groups to God in
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one body through the cross, thus putting to death that hostility through it. 17 So he came
and proclaimed peace to you who were far off and peace to those who were near; 18 for
through him both of us have access in one Spirit to the Father.

Othering
As we read through the text of Ephesians 2, much of what is being talked about
(circumcision, uncircumcision, etc.) is not immediately a cultural understanding with which
we identify. However, when we strip away the specifics and examine the problems
causing division and hostility between the Jews and Gentiles and identify them for what
they are—problems arising from a place of othering—they really are very similar to the
struggles we see in our own lives—deeply rooted human problems that come also as a
result of othering.
In order to see how this is taking place, we must first understand what it means. A general
definition of othering is where groups of people or individuals are viewed as not fitting
within the norms of a particular culture or social group, and therefore, an assumption of
inferiority is assigned to the othered group.24 And it happens both implicitly and explicitly.
Our participation (whether conscious or unconscious) in othering can be a difficult
realization to accept as Christians, but it is one that we must be willing to talk about and
acknowledge as present in our lives and our churches.
In this passage Paul is speaking about removing this act of othering, because it was a part
of not just their identity, but their religious identity. In fact, it was rooted in religious
privilege, and that same rootedness has to be identified as part of the problem, even
today, so that we can shift from a place of privilege and dominant functioning, which
promotes division, to one that leads to unity. We see this declared in the latter half of this
passage where “the theology operative in 2:11–22 is a theology of unity, in which the
barrier between Jew and Gentile is destroyed and oneness is created.”25
What we know about the death of Christ is that it abolished all barriers.
•
•
•
•
•
•

All are created as imago Dei (Gen 1:26–27).
God does not show favoritism (Acts 10:34–35).
God’s purpose is unity (Eph 2:11–22).
We are to love God and love people (Matt 22:37–39).
We are to love our enemies (Matt 5:44).
There is neither Jew nor Greek (Gal 3:28).
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Through his death on the cross, Christ destroyed all obstacles. Therefore, none of the
barriers that we, in all of our human brokenness, put in place have any basis. This speaks
to not only the absence of barriers but, perhaps more importantly, the presence of
equity—all people being valued and treated justly, unity centrally located in our diversity.
“This was and is a reality wrought in Christ on the cross and displayed in the churches
when God initiates diverse people into Christ and into the church.”26
It is important to note, though, that Paul’s focus on unity does not indicate that all
Christians are or should be alike. Unity in Christ does not negate the cultural uniqueness
or differences that define who each of us are. Paul neither insists that Gentile believers
cease being Gentiles nor that Jewish believers cease being Jews. Paul uses the language
of Isaiah 57 (far and near) to assert this counter cultural, transformational idea that there is
now a peace that exists between Jew and Gentile wherein the Gentiles are included in the
promises to Israel, but they do not need to become like Jews “in order to be fully partners
in the life of the church.”27
Transformation
Paul explains that God’s plan is to save our broken world not just through reconciling us
with God but with each other as well, all through Christ Jesus, and this confirms that both
the vertical and the horizontal relationships seen in Ephesians 2 and Matthew 22 are
supremely interconnected and cannot be separated. Through Jesus we are all joined
together. Therefore, in reflecting on what this means for us and how we live it out, we must
more directly ask ourselves what needs to happen so that we, through Christ Jesus, bear
witness to a love of God and love of people with all of our being.
And the answer to that is transformation. We are called to be transformed.

Romans 12:2
2
Do not be conformed to this world, but be transformed by the renewing of your minds,
so that you may discern what is the will of God—what is good and acceptable and
perfect.

Through the help of the Holy Spirit and from a place of intentional work and
understanding, transformation calls us to live not just in relationship with God and in our
willingness to submit to all that God calls us to, but in our relationship with each other as
well. It encompasses both the vertical and the horizontal.
Micah 6:8 declares what transformation in relation to others looks like.
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Micah 6:8
8
He has told you, O mortal, what is good; and what does the LORD require of you but
to do justice, and to love kindness, and to walk humbly with your God.

There are many other verses that call us to be transformed into the image of Christ, as
well, but at the heart of this shift is love—love of God and love of people.
Examples:
• Deuteronomy 16:20
• Psalm 103:6
• Proverbs 31:8–9
• Jeremiah 22:3
• Matthew 23:1–4, 23–24
• Matthew 25:31–46
• Luke 10:25–37
• Luke 11:42
• John 17:20–26
• 2 Corinthians 5:16–21
• James 3:17
• 1 John 3:11–18
• 1 John 4:7–12
As we see in 1 John 4, love is “the commandment we have from God.” God’s love is
perfected through our expression of it, and it reaches completion through the sharing of it
amongst us. As we see in vv. 20–21, if we do not have love for each other, then we do not
truly have love for God.

1 John 4:19–21
19
We love because [God] first loved us. 20 Those who say, “I love God,” and hate their
brothers or sisters, are liars; for those who do not love a brother or sister whom they
have seen, cannot love God whom they have not seen. 21 The commandment we have
from him is this: those who love God must love their brothers and sisters also.
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A Truly Multicultural Church
As already touched on in our conversation of Ephesians 2, being people of God is about
unity amidst our diversity, not unity to the negation of our diversity. Oneness in Christ is not
the equivalent of sameness. 1 Corinthians 12:14–26 illustrates this point.

1 Corinthians 12:14–26
14
Indeed, the body does not consist of one member but of many. 15 If the foot would
say, “Because I am not a hand, I do not belong to the body,” that would not make it
any less a part of the body. 16 And if the ear would say, “Because I am not an eye, I do
not belong to the body,” that would not make it any less a part of the body. 17 If the
whole body were an eye, where would the hearing be? If the whole body were
hearing, where would the sense of smell be? 18 But as it is, God arranged the members
in the body, each one of them, as he chose. 19 If all were a single member, where
would the body be? 20 As it is, there are many members, yet one body. 21 The eye
cannot say to the hand, “I have no need of you,” nor again the head to the feet, “I
have no need of you.” 22 On the contrary, the members of the body that seem to be
weaker are indispensable, 23 and those members of the body that we think less
honorable we clothe with greater honor, and our less respectable members are
treated with greater respect; 24 whereas our more respectable members do not need
this. But God has so arranged the body, giving the greater honor to the inferior
member, 25 that there may be no dissension within the body, but the members may
have the same care for one another. 26 If one member suffers, all suffer together with
it; if one member is honored, all rejoice together with it.

The book of Acts also attends to the importance of diversity as reflected in the church. In
fact, the book of Acts could be considered a study in diversity and inclusion starting with
the Day of Pentecost (Acts 2) and moving through the text. However, for the purposes of
this study, we are going to focus on chapter 15.
In Acts 15, controversy began when certain individuals came from Judea and pressed the
issue that salvation was dependent upon circumcision. In other words, though the church
in Jerusalem had accepted that Gentiles could be saved (Acts 11:18), these individuals were
saying that Gentiles had to be circumcised and adhere to the law of Moses (v. 5) in order
to have salvation (v. 1). Paul and Barnabas worked to dispute this claim, and as a result, the
church at Antioch sent Paul and Barnabas and others to the Council at Jerusalem for a
ruling on this.
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Note: For the Jewish people, circumcision marked their covenant relationship with God
that was established through Abraham. To be Jewish, a person had to be circumcised,
and to be saved a person must be Jewish. Therefore, this dispute over whether the
Gentiles must be circumcised in order to be saved led to the Council at Jerusalem.

As they met together to discuss this, Peter reminded them that God gave both Jews and
Gentiles the Holy Spirit, and in doing so, “made no distinction” between them, and that
salvation comes through the grace of the Lord and not through works (Acts 15:6–11; Eph
2:8–9).
After Peter spoke, Paul and Barnabas told the crowd all “that God had done through them
among the Gentiles.” James further reiterated this point through the words of the prophets
saying that God had always planned to do this—Gentiles as Gentiles and not as converted
Jews.
The church at Jerusalem agreed with all that was being said and wrote a letter that stated
that the elders of the church at Jerusalem placed no expectation of circumcision on the
Gentile believers. The council also chose Judas and Silas to take the letter as
representatives of the church (Acts 15:25–27).
The members of the church at Antioch received the letter and the news and rejoiced.
They were strengthened and encouraged, and the work of the church continued.
As we begin to unpack this story, there are some key points that we need to highlight. The
first is that circumcision and all that it represented was a serious issue, despite the fact that
we might not be able to understand completely the significance of it in our own context.
Therefore, they felt as if a formal decision had to be made by the church in Jerusalem.
Secondly, and perhaps more importantly for what we are doing here today, this
“theological controversy was not swept under the carpet and allowed to simmer; it was
brought into the open and fearlessly discussed.”28 There wasn’t an avoidance of the
conversation. It was addressed despite the arduousness of it, and this is something that
we must identify in this passage. In doing so we are not only examining the text and
learning from the outcome of the exchange, but we are also recognizing the pattern
through which the outcome occurred—a willingness to engage in a difficult conversation.
“As Luke Timothy Johnson suggests, ‘the text of Scripture does not dictate how God
should act. Rather, God’s actions dictate how we should understand the text of Scripture.’
. . . Such interpretive work takes seriously a living God who lives in and with the human
creature and who invites us to weave together the word of God spoken (in the past) with
the word of God being spoken into lives (in the present) by the Spirit.”29 In other words, we
must ask ourselves if we are examining the text to see how it informs our lives today.
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The Gentiles are included in the promises to Israel. They are part of the kingdom, and this
is significant. Think about what it would mean for you if the Day of Pentecost and Acts 15
and so much of the narrative between those two events had never taken place.
What is important to understand is that if you take those scenarios out, the only way to
salvation is to either be born Jewish or become Jewish. Anyone who is not Jewish is
denied salvation. If we remove these conversations and these councils, then you go back
to putting the law on people, which is what Paul advises them not to do.
Yes, this is a first-century scenario that has the potential to seem distant to us, but the
implications are very connected to our churches today. The sameness (cultural and
otherwise) that was being asserted by the Jewish people in Acts 15 in order to receive
salvation is much like the sameness that is often felt/pushed/communicated in our
churches today. It wasn’t acceptable then, and it isn’t now, either. Sameness isn’t a
requirement for salvation.

Acts 15:1–35 (for reference)
Then certain individuals came down from Judea and were teaching the brothers,
“Unless you are circumcised according to the custom of Moses, you cannot be
saved.” 2 And after Paul and Barnabas had no small dissension and debate with them,
Paul and Barnabas and some of the others were appointed to go up to Jerusalem to
discuss this question with the apostles and the elders. 3 So they were sent on their way
by the church, and as they passed through both Phoenicia and Samaria, they reported
the conversion of the Gentiles, and brought great joy to all the believers. 4 When they
came to Jerusalem, they were welcomed by the church and the apostles and the
elders, and they reported all that God had done with them. 5 But some believers who
belonged to the sect of the Pharisees stood up and said, “It is necessary for them to
be circumcised and ordered to keep the law of Moses.”

The apostles and the elders met together to consider this matter. 7 After there had
been much debate, Peter stood up and said to them, “My brothers, you know that in
the early days God made a choice among you, that I should be the one through whom
the Gentiles would hear the message of the good news and become believers. 8 And
God, who knows the human heart, testified to them by giving them the Holy Spirit, just
as he did to us; 9 and in cleansing their hearts by faith he has made no distinction
between them and us. 10 Now therefore why are you putting God to the test by placing
on the neck of the disciples a yoke that neither our ancestors nor we have been able
to bear? 11 On the contrary, we believe that we will be saved through the grace of the
Lord Jesus, just as they will.”
6
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The whole assembly kept silence and listened to Barnabas and Paul as they told of
all the signs and wonders that God had done through them among the Gentiles. 13 After
they finished speaking, James replied, “My brothers, listen to me. 14 Simeon has related
how God first looked favorably on the Gentiles, to take from among them a people for
his name. 15 This agrees with the words of the prophets, as it is written,
12

‘After this I will return, and I will rebuild the dwelling of David, which has fallen;
from its ruins I will rebuild it, and I will set it up,
17
so that all other peoples may seek the Lord—even all the Gentiles over whom
my name has been called. Thus says the Lord, who has been making these
things 18 known from long ago.’
16

Therefore I have reached the decision that we should not trouble those Gentiles who
are turning to God, 20 but we should write to them to abstain only from things polluted
by idols and from fornication and from whatever has been strangled and from
blood. 21 For in every city, for generations past, Moses has had those who proclaim him,
for he has been read aloud every sabbath in the synagogues.”
19

Then the apostles and the elders, with the consent of the whole church, decided to
choose men from among their members and to send them to Antioch with Paul and
Barnabas. They sent Judas called Barsabbas, and Silas, leaders among the
brothers, 23 with the following letter: “The brothers, both the apostles and the elders,
to the believers of Gentile origin in Antioch and Syria and Cilicia, greetings. 24 Since we
have heard that certain persons who have gone out from us, though with no
instructions from us, have said things to disturb you and have unsettled your
minds, 25 we have decided unanimously to choose representatives and send them to
you, along with our beloved Barnabas and Paul, 26 who have risked their lives for the
sake of our Lord Jesus Christ. 27 We have therefore sent Judas and Silas, who
themselves will tell you the same things by word of mouth. 28 For it has seemed good
to the Holy Spirit and to us to impose on you no further burden than these
essentials: 29 that you abstain from what has been sacrificed to idols and from blood
and from what is strangled and from fornication. If you keep yourselves from these, you
will do well. Farewell.”
22

So they were sent off and went down to Antioch. When they gathered the
congregation together, they delivered the letter. 31 When its members read it, they
rejoiced at the exhortation. 32 Judas and Silas, who were themselves prophets, said
much to encourage and strengthen the believers. 33 After they had been there for
some time, they were sent off in peace by the believers to those who had sent
them. 35 But Paul and Barnabas remained in Antioch, and there, with many others, they
taught and proclaimed the word of the Lord.
30
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There is another crucial element to note at the beginning of Acts 15 that is highlighted by
Willie James Jennings in his commentary on Acts. When the chapter begins, the “Gentiles
are there, but not there, spoken about but not spoken with. This is a scene of the Gentilein-theory, not the Gentile-in-reality in conversation in reciprocal and mutual interaction.”30
The danger in not recognizing this exclusion is in normalizing it, and the church has often
been guilty of doing just such. We have often imagined about others without actually
including their voices (or really listening to and hearing their voices even if they are
present). “Even if the words spoken are good and accepting words, as long as those
words turn bodies into objects, they have not yet reached their intended goal. . . . The
church in many instances and in many places is yet caught in the moment of objectification
of others—others-in-theory. We have normalized this privileged position and failed to see it
for what it is—a step in the right direction that yet lacks the full humanity that must be
realized in Christ.”31 The Gentiles have been present but not included. Their mere
presence is imagined to be much more than what it actually is, and with the
implementation seen in vv. 25–27, that begins to change.

Acts 15:25–27
25
We have decided unanimously to choose representatives and send them to you,
along with our beloved Barnabas and Paul, 26 who have risked their lives for the sake
of our Lord Jesus Christ. 27 We have therefore sent Judas and Silas, who themselves
will tell you the same things by word of mouth.

Unfortunately and often unintentionally, many diverse churches function in a very similar
way. Diversity is present but not truly included—voices not heard or listened to, differences
present but not actually given a place of fullness of participation with a high value being
placed on uniqueness and belongingness.32 This point is one that begs deeper reflection.
Acts 15 confronts us with the difference between Jew and Gentile. “This difference is
crucial because it illumines a God who creates all people and through the Spirit issues an
invitation to life together.”33 The differences seen here in Acts are a representation of the
differences that are present in our lives today and are “not an inevitable impediment for
relationship but the very stage on which God will create a deeper and richer reality of
communion with the divine life.”34
Thus, to truly embody the fullness of the Creator means that we enact a life together that
honors and respects the complexities of peoples’ differences without funneling those
differences into a place of assimilation. Otherwise, we lose the expansive nature of who
God is. We lose imago Dei.
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As Paul tells the church at Corinth:
1 Corinthians 9:19–23
19
For though I am free with respect to all, I have made myself a slave to all, so that I
might win more of them. 20 To the Jews I became as a Jew, in order to win Jews. To
those under the law I became as one under the law (though I myself am not under the
law) so that I might win those under the law. 21 To those outside the law I became as
one outside the law (though I am not free from God’s law but am under Christ’s law) so
that I might win those outside the law. 22 To the weak I became weak, so that I might
win the weak. I have become all things to all people, that I might by all means save
some. 23 I do it all for the sake of the gospel, so that I may share in its blessings.

Contained within this passage is an affirmation of the vertical relationship with Christ that is
fundamental to who we are, the horizontal relationship with others that ultimately
expresses how we love God, and witness to being an inclusive body that acknowledges
the differences that exist in each of us all for the sake of the coming to know Christ. Paul
does not assume that all aspects of culture are bad but instead contextualizes the
gospel—changes the forms of the message in order to preserve its content so that it has
the best chance at being understood and accepted. In doing so, he demonstrates what it
means to be made in the image of God.
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Appendix C
Additional Material on the Impact on Children’s Ministry
Introduction
A theologian once made the statement, “[We] must be made aware of [our] role and
responsibility each time [we] literally, that is, unthinkingly/uncritically, pass these stories on
to the next generation.”35
How would you interpret this statement? How does it shape you as a children’s ministry
volunteer? How do children in our ministry see themselves in God’s unfolding story, and
how do they see themselves in the world because of our ministry?
These questions shed light on the ways in which barriers, both intentional and
unintentional, obstruct the ability of children to grow in their spiritual walk with God. We
must be willing to honestly ask ourselves whether our communication of God’s message is
unbiased.

“And what does the LORD require of you but to do justice,
and to love kindness, and to walk humbly with your God.”
~ Micah 6:8
As much as we intend to present an unbiased approach to Scripture, research has shown
us that not only does overall society reflect a European dominance, but that same
dominance undoubtedly shapes the way we interpret and articulate the Bible.36 Therefore,
it is critical that we, as those who participate in the spiritual formation of children,
recognize what is happening so that we can begin intentionally working to do better.

“Do the best you can until you know better.
Then when you know better, do better.”
~ Maya Angelou
Once we know better, we must then actively do better. That is the purpose of this
conversation—knowing better and then actively and intentionally doing better.
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As a very honest and courageous parent of color voiced in an affinity focus group setting:
How can we support our Black kids for the hatred they will unfortunately feel and
prepare our White kids to make counter arguments from the hatred they will
absolutely hear . . . and most important of all, how can we help all children really
understand empathy so that it’s not a . . . them versus us, but rather a human issue,
and its brothers and sisters in Christ vs. the world? But at the same time, how can
we do this while also teaching children how to recognize and appreciate
differences? Because that’s important, too. The quest for “colorblindness” is more
about assimilation and removing what makes me unique more than anything else,
so removing the ability to see those distinguishing characteristics is equally as
dangerous.37
In order to change this and really understand the implications of this current trajectory, it is
crucial for this conversation to occur and for us to truly examine the work we do in ministry
with a posture of openness and humility. Otherwise, this dominant-culture perspective will
continue to pervade Christianity.
Therefore, perhaps the most logical entry point for this deliberation is by gaining a better
understanding of children’s ministry and the impact this has on the children of the ministry.
Resource Impact

The only way to disrupt the White, Eurocentric approach to Christianity is by understanding
its rootedness. First and foremost, as a result of European origins and American
continuation, Christianity is still viewed primarily through a White lens, and that perspective
is deeply embedded in each person.38 And while it may not be easily recognizable, it is
ever present.
As Dr. Wilda Gafney expresses:
Unexamined Whiteness is present in biblical interpretation, understandings of God,
Jesus, and ultimately affects Christian identity and its expressions, theology, liturgy,
and iconography. When the images of God, Christ, the angels, the saints, and the
Israelite-faithful are White and only White, White supremacy is at work. When those
images are all the children see even when their Sunday school and vacation Bible
school curricula includes pictures of Black and Brown children, because Jesus
loves us all, but maintains an unchallenged White norm for Jesus and biblical
characters, White supremacy is successfully passed down to another generation.39
Generally speaking, the images and artifacts that permeate a children’s ministry wing,
unless one is at a predominantly Black church, are that of a White, Eurocentric perspective
of Christianity. There are exceptions to this statement, but they are just that, exceptions.
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When a person stops and genuinely reflects on the different visuals present in a church
classroom—children’s storybook Bibles, lesson images, coloring pictures, even
flannelgraphs—the realization is that our classrooms and materials are full of dominant
culture. And the result of this is “a communication medium that utilizes visual symbols to
implicitly and explicitly communicate ideas, feelings, norms, information, and much more
. . . . [These] pictures provide an interpretive bridge by offering visual symbolic
representations that feed into a child’s understanding of what is considered normal.”40
Unfortunately, this Eurocentric approach is not limited only to images but to the way we
talk about the Bible as well. Case-in-point, we often describe sin from a color perspective
(i.e., black).
We have not done a good job of communicating light and darkness, either, and this is
incredibly harmful. When we communicate it from a solely singular perspective, we aren’t
providing a balanced perspective of Scripture. No, “we can’t escape language in our
Scriptures that equates darkness with the absence of God, but we can take care how we
use it, how we preach it. And we can also preach the other passages in which God dwells
in thick darkness and darkness is the abode of the holy.”41 We can intentionally
communicate God’s holy darkness.

“Then Solomon said, ‘The LORD has said that he would dwell in thick darkness.’”
~ 1 Kings 8:12
“Then the people stood at a distance, while Moses drew near
to the thick darkness where God was.”
~ Exodus 20:21
“Clouds and thick darkness are all around him;
righteousness and justice are the foundation of his throne.”
~ Psalm 97:2
“These words the LORD spoke with a loud voice to your whole assembly at the mountain,
out of the fire, the cloud, and the thick darkness, and he added no more.
He wrote them on two stone tablets, and gave them to me.”
~ Deuteronomy 5:22
This shapes our students whether we realize it or not, and it is destructive, because often
we don’t even realize that we are doing this. While we have to gain an awareness, we
must do more than that. We must be actively working against this, because it is fully
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present, and it is pervasive. “Due to mental associations between color and morality,
research demonstrates that a negative bias exists, which perceives that dark skin is equal
to bad actions (Devine, 1989). That black is bad and sin is black has been promoted in
Sunday school curricula for so long that Christians might actually think ‘black as sin’ is in
the Bible.”42 Furthermore, “when White children are taught that black is bad and equate
this color with sin, how can they avoid relating negatively to individuals who self-identity as
Black?”43 The contrast between color and the ascribing of quality to those colors is a result
of the White, Eurocentric lens through which the gospel message has long been
articulated.
This damaging messaging (both the visual and the verbal) is what people receive in
churches and throughout the world, and that meaning has an unhealthy impact. The
default is still that of a dominant-culture approach to Christianity that highlights White
culture and diminishes people of color. This realization is incredibly significant, because
the way in which race has “functioned within theology reveals that, in our constructions of
humanity as created in the image of God, certain aspects of human existence have been
privileged at the expense of others.”44
Additionally, the history that has shaped the church through “both a tacit cultural
ideological tendency and a principle of racial exclusion or proscription . . . showed little
positive regard for non-European peoples and their religious and spiritual heritage.”45 In
many ways, who the church was has remained who the church is, and that is difficult to
accept, because it is not the church that God lays out in Scripture.
However, those in ministry, much like the council at Jerusalem, have a chance to enter into
the difficult conversations fearlessly in order to reflect, recognize, repent, and repair in an
effort to change the system.
Socialization, Internalization, and Bias
Despite the difficulty of the conversation, it is assumed (and this is a pretty safe
assumption) that everyone engaged in this discussion loves children and wants to see
them grow in their relationship with God. In order to do just that, it is essential that we
begin by wading through a deeper understanding of how children experience
communication in a way that shapes how they are able to view themselves. This begins by
fostering insight around three terms: socialization, internalization, and bias.
Definitions:
• Socialization
o Socialization refers to our systematic training into the norms of our culture.
Socialization is the process of learning the meanings and practices that
enable us to make sense of and behave appropriately in that culture. . . .
Socialization begins at birth and continues throughout life.”46
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•

•

o A key aspect of socialization is that peoples’ “beliefs need not be inherently
true to have very real consequences. . . . So despite not being inherently
true, the effect and consequences of [peoples’] socialization are real.”47
o Socialization is a powerful force that, once internalized, needs very little
outside force to remain in place.48
o While socialization cannot be avoided, one can challenge the impact
socialization has on one’s life and thus work to overcome it through
significant commitment toward change.49
Internalization (internalized oppression and internalized dominance)
o How people think about and relate to one another determines the shape of
their internalized framework.50
o Internalized dominance: The dominant group will identify their place within
the social structure as natural and will act accordingly—often
unintentionally—because they have been socialized to view it this way.51
o Internalized oppression: Internalized oppression refers to the acting out—
also often unintentionally—of the minoritized group from the “constant
messages” that they “are inferior to the dominant group.”52
o Both internalized dominance and internalized oppression are the result of
socialized messaging.53
Unconscious bias
o Unconscious biases are snap judgments that result from the shortcuts, or
pre-existing knowledge structures in our brains, that make us very efficient
at interpreting incoming information quickly, below our level of conscious
awareness, about what or who we see. These judgments tell us who or what
is likeable, safe, valuable, right, or competent, and they impact how we see
people. They are socially influenced and affect our objective observations.54
o “Correcting inherent bias necessitates conscious effort and is challenging for
everyone.”55 Simply presuming that one can function unbiasedly is a faulty
assumption. The potential toward operating outside of unconscious bias
exists by first admitting that it is present and then deliberately
acknowledging its impact.

The reason that these terms are so important to know is that research indicates that
children as early as three years old are beginning to demonstrate preferences for racial ingroups. In other words, children are socialized to exhibit racial preferences at a very early
age. What this means is that “not only are children able to categorize various racial groups
but they also consider themselves to be members of a particular group and can be
impacted by this group membership,” and racial in-group and out-group identification is
learned through “observation of the social statuses associated with those particular racial
groups.”56 Additionally, while there is some disagreement with regard to the level of
complexity of children’s racial understandings, it is well documented and agreed upon that
children do observe racial distinction and internalize both implicit and explicit messages
about race as a result.57
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Therefore, as students see pictures of a European-looking Jesus, they are visualizing the
Bible from a limited, White perspective. As children hear the narrative about white and light
as good and black and darkness as bad, they are receiving a harmful message loud and
clear, however unintentional. Furthermore, generally speaking, people are not even aware
that this is happening, because humans have been socialized to act in this manner, and
they have been socialized in this way from a very early age. Thus, it is obvious that without
purposeful intervention, this perspective of faith will continue to be passed onto the next
generation, because “the social norms of a given culture, whether we conform to them or
choose to challenge them, are powerful and unavoidable. . . . This socialization drives us
to discriminate.”58 Most of our discrimination, while not conscious, is real, nonetheless.
There are ways to help us minimize this discrimination, but they cannot help us if we
refuse to accept that we don’t in fact treat everyone equally.
Difficult questions to reflect on:
• Question: How does this impact the identity formation of children of color when
their faith community proclaims messaging of less-than based on color? What about
for White children?
o Answer: The effect on children of color is internalized racial inferiority, which
has long lasting and devastating impact on all aspects of a person’s life.
The effect of this on White children is internalized racial superiority.
• Question: How does this shape the way someone is able to see herself as a child
of God?
o Answer: It severely limits the possibility.
• Question: What can we do about this?
o Answer: Do all we can to counteract it and to not contribute to the
imbalance and harmful messaging.
True, children receive this messaging throughout their daily lives and not only within their
faith communities. However, despite the widespread reach of dominant-culture
messaging, this is a critical change that children’s ministries (i.e., churches) cannot shy
away from, because to do otherwise does not reflect the multicultural and inclusive
community of faith that God lays out through Scripture.
Monoculturalism vs. Multiculturalism:
When a children’s ministry (or church) operates out of a monocultural mindset, the
dominant culture observes ways that the non-dominant culture is like them and then
makes the assumption that everything is okay. In actuality, however, it is not, because
assimilation must occur in order to be accepted. What this means is that there is an
appearance of harmony and peace, but it is superficial in nature.
In a monocultural setting, “one group of people [the non-dominant group] has to die to
themselves and the other group of people [the dominant group] live for themselves. It’s an
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interesting kind of phenomenon. . . . So if the non-dominant culture, historically
marginalized people, die to themselves, they die to their own identities, and then the
dominant culture can live to themselves. . . . In this not only do you get assimilation and
loss of identity in the historically marginalized group, but you get increased identity in the
dominant culture.”59
Also important to note is that assimilation offers a false narrative of inclusion. It results in a
ministry context where the dominant culture is the prevailing voice, leading the way,
setting the standards, and dictating the policies, practices, and procedures, while the nondominant culture has to lose part of their identity in order to be a superficially accepted
part of the system.60 The system, or in this case the children’s ministry, now entirely
emphasizes the White, Eurocentric approach to Christianity throughout its structure just as
it has been socialized to do, and that approach impacts every part of the system. At the
same time, the potential for change is incredibly difficult due to blind spots. Blind spots
result because the dominant culture is unaware that its way of doing church has been
socialized through its cultural development.
When non-dominant culture remains marginalized in its belongingness and value of
uniqueness, faith formation is affected for a couple of reasons.
1. Generally speaking, there is a difference in the way that people of color experience
the Bible in a diverse setting versus a multicultural and inclusive one.
2. In a diverse community of faith, the non-dominant culture is asked to shed some of
its identity in order to be accepted and viewed as an insider while at the same not
being able to live out who they fully are. This translates into a perception of not
being valued by God. Thus, in a dominant culture (i.e., White) church, “it feels like
the message is that God really doesn’t value your experiences. . . . God is not
concerned about your pain. You just need to focus on how you fit into what is
already happening in this church. You need to fit in and find your place on the
bottom rung of the ladder.”61 In other words, the perception becomes that the nondominant-culture’s perspectives, experiences, and needs are not essential for the
kingdom that God envisions, and they are certainly not critical to the vision of the
church.
Despite the blinders that can exist when it comes to a monocultural mindset, it is possible
to begin movement toward becoming a multicultural and inclusive community of faith.
In a multicultural and inclusive community of faith:
• The experience is one of uniqueness and belongingness.
• There is a “celebrating and witnessing to the full breadth of experiences of people
of color. . . . Sermons validate the challenges and the differences in experiences
between dominant culture and people of color instead of whitewashing them to
suggest that all of our experiences are the same.” Furthermore, there is a sense of
acceptance where people of color are “affirmed in our experiences as real and a
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sense of the church cares as well as God cares what we are going through,
because what we’re going through is in fact different.”62
Key Points:
• This has lasting implications “both on our relationship with our Creator and our
relationship with each other,” and while it may seem insignificant when viewed as
singular events, research shows that the impact “does not end once the
experience is over. . . . It has a profound effect on the way an individual sees
themselves, their culture, and the world around them.”63
• It seems insurmountable, because the presence of it is so heavily engrained in how
a person responds, that he cannot even imagine how culture and socialization have
influenced and shaped his perspective of the word of God.
• When one approaches Scripture from an ethnocentric perspective, he does so by
operating under the false assumption that the way he experiences God—through a
White, Eurocentric Christianity lens—is the way that all people experience God.
Furthermore, he assumes that his experiences in life and in church as a White
person are the same as that of a person of color, that they are commutable, rather
than as dissimilar as one might imagine.
If we are truly to become a multicultural community of faith where all children can see
themselves as imago Dei, then we must be willing to engage in this conversation even
when it is hard. We also must be clear about the fact that developing this mindset does not
begin in adulthood. It is part of the whole of one’s faith development from early childhood.
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Appendix D
Resource Image Impact
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Appendix E
Language Surrounding Sin
Jelly Bean Poem: This is generally used at Easter time in children’s ministries to tell the
story of the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus. Below are two examples. There are
quite a few options that can be found doing a quick internet search—both for free and to
purchase. However, the vast majority of them use similar language to describe the “color”
of sin as black.

Red’s the blood that Jesus shed,
White’s the perfect life He led,
Black is for my heart of sin,
Green, new life I’ve found in Him,
Pink, for flowers near His grave,
Blue’s the world He came to save,
Purple, temple veil, now torn,
Orange, the sky on Easter morn,
Yellow is my happy grin
To know that Jesus rose again!
I hope that you’ll enjoy this treat
Of jelly beans, so small and sweet.
The news they share is short, but true:
Jesus died, ‘cause He loves YOU.
So empty the bag, and when you do,
Remember His tomb is empty, too!64
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A handful of jelly beans bright and fun
reminds me of all that my Lord has done!
BLACK is for my SINS that He washes away,
Because He suffered on a cross that day.
RED is for the BLOOD that Christ shed for me
WHITE is for the GRACES He gives abundantly.
ORANGE is for His endless LOVE,
YELLOW is for His GLORY above.
GREEN is for my HOPE in Heaven’s skies so blue,
PINK is for the JOY that I share with you.
PURPLE is for the PRAISE that will never stop,
as I remember each and every drop
Of the blood that He shed so I may be free.
Jesus dies and rose for me.
Christ has won the Victory!65
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Wordless Book and Bracelet: The Wordless Book and Wordless Bracelet use colors to
tell the story of salvation or the Good News of Jesus Christ. Much like with the Jelly Bean
Poem, a black bead or page is used to represent sin even if the word black isn’t directly
used. All of these are harmful and communicate the idea that “black equals bad.”

Yellow reminds us of heaven. God loves us and wants us all to be with him in heaven.
The dark bead reminds us of sin. Because we have all sinned, we cannot be with God.
Red reminds us of the blood of Jesus. Jesus took the punishment for our sins by dying on
the cross.
The clean bead reminds us that when we believe in Jesus, we will be made clean from sin.
We now can have a relationship with God and will one day be with him in heaven.
Green reminds us that it is important to grow in our relationship with Jesus.66
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Other examples of Scripture references regarding the Wordless Book and Wordless
Bracelet.67
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To be fair, it is important to note that a search for these types of resources brings up
examples of people realizing the harmful impact of teaching tools such as these and are
rewriting them. Below is an example of an updated Jelly Bean Poem. While it still needs a
good bit of work to be more multiculturally inclusive, it is better than the original. However,
this is the exception and not the norm. The point stands that we must clearly acknowledge
that a high number of resources are still quite problematic, and without doing so, there is
not a good chance for change.

Red is for the SACRIFICES this lent that I make
White is for the GRACE Our Lord gives that I take
Yellow is for showing KINDNESS so bright
Black is for giving thanks to God at NIGHT
Orange is for SAYING SORRY when I offend thee
Pink is for FORGIVING others freely
Green is for SHARING what I have with love
Purple is for time spent in PRAYER & WORSHIP giving praise to God above
This lent I will fill my jar to the top
in remembrance of each and every drop
Of the blood that He shed so I may be free.
Jesus died and rose for me, Christ has won the Victory!
This jar full of jelly beans bright and fun
reminds me of all that my Lord has done!68
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Appendix F
Further Conversations Regarding Spiritual Formation

Spiritual formation, spirituality, faith formation, faith development. These terms speak to the
way a person comes to know God. While for many, there are nuances that differentiate
these terms from each other, for others, they are viewed as one and the same. For the
purposes of this discussion, however, we are going to use the term “spiritual formation.”
Defining Spiritual Formation
In order to better understand how to foster spiritual formation in a child, we must first
understand what spiritual formation is. In his book, Along the Way, Ron Bruner employs a
definition of spiritual formation that builds on that of Evan Howard. He states, “Spiritual
formation is the ongoing intentional and semi-intentional process by which God, the
community, family, and the individual bring a believing individual or community more fully
into a resemblance of the image of Christ, an awareness of the Spirit, and unity with
God.”69 In spiritual formation, there is a purposeful connection in and with the Triune God
through communal interaction alongside that of the individual. Joyce E. Bellous,
throughout her years of research, has arrived at an understanding of spirituality that
echoes the above definition. She further describes it as a “sense of felt connection”
through which meaning is made.70
A Trajectory Begins in Childhood
Understanding what spiritual formation is allows us to then work toward cultivating an
environment that promotes spiritual formation in children. The reason that this is important,
first and foremost, is that studies have shown us that spiritual formation throughout the first
two decades of life sets people on a trajectory that impacts the way they view their faith as
adults.71 Thus, the way a child experiences his faith community now directly impacts the
way he will experience it as an adult. Therefore, we must be critically mindful of what we,
as those serving in children’s ministry, are communicating and how we are communicating
it when it comes to the Bible, because it has lasting implications.
Also, Bellous’s research on spiritual formation has led her to understand the following,
“The human spirit is an agent of and repository for accumulated meaning that is derived
from exposure to experience. As a human capacity, spirituality is a relation that builds
meaning” and organizes it into a worldview. She goes on to point out that a person’s
experiences in childhood “establish and perpetuate assumptions, beliefs, and values that
form [their] worldview. . . . That worldview acts back on how a child or adolescent
interprets life and establishes what she or he believes can be expected from it.”72 In other
words, what a person experiences shapes what a person comes to believe.
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Now, consider that in terms of your specific faith community, your churches, your Bible
classes, and your children’s worship services. What are children within your faith
community experiencing, and how is it shaping them? As we come to understand the
importance of the environment through which spiritual formation is fostered, we are then
able to examine the elements that encourage spiritually formative growth.
Critical Reflection
In his book, Will Our Children Have Faith?, John Westerhoff made the following statement:
“If our children are to have faith, every aspect of church life must be inspired, judged, and
informed by how well it nurtures our spiritual lives as thinking, feeling, willing people of
God who act individually and corporately in the world to reveal the Gospel.”73 This means
that every aspect of our ministry must be critically reflected on. It isn’t enough to know that
certain practices encourage spiritual formation. We must also understand what hinders it
as well.
For example, in a diverse ministry, when dominant-culture expressions of faith are viewed
as normative and the cultural differences that exist amongst the historically marginalized
are suppressed, a child is prevented from experiencing the fullness of God in her life.74
Likewise, when we engage in ministry practices through an ethnocentric lens, children can
be “formed in ways that are not positive and do not contribute to their flourishing.” Thus,
we must be aware of the “possibility of children being negatively formed into distorted,
oppressive, or otherwise problematic identities.”75
With that being said and in light of the previous section entitled “The Impact on Children’s
Ministry,” we will now move into a discussion regarding the practices that encourage
spiritual formation.
Fostering Spiritual Formation
According to work by Westerhoff, the following cultivate spiritual formation within a
community of faith: 1) common story, 2) common authority, 3) common rituals, 4) common
life and family, 5) lives for an end beyond itself, and 6) diversity that is valued.76
Common Story. While a common story refers to the biblical story that the life of the church
embraces, we must be intentional in acknowledging that “common story” is not referring to
an ethnocentric perspective of the biblical story. As Karen William discusses in Bridging
Theory and Practice in Children’s Spirituality, messages of who God is and how a child
does or does not reflect the image of God are pervasive throughout traditional faith
community practices—both overtly and covertly—and not attending to these practices can
“[wound] the most vulnerable of God’s creation—children.”77 Therefore, when we seek to
help children see and experience their places in God’s unfolding story, we must do so
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from a place of inclusivity so that it is incontrovertible that we have been created to be an
integral part of this common story.
Common Authority. Much like with common story, Westerhoff asserts that we must also be
able to see ourselves as children of the Triune God, who is actively present in our lives,
guiding us and helping us to discern God’s will.
Common Rituals. Rituals help us make meaning. As Ivy Beckwith states in Formational
Children’s Ministry, “There is no passing on of values without ritual.”78 Rituals shape our
faith by purposefully inviting the sacred into our lives. In other words, as the community of
faith engages in rituals together (either formal or informal), they experience God together,
and this act of experience leads us more deeply toward spiritual formation.
Common Life and Family. The most important idea to understand with respect to this
characteristic is that attention to common life and family means that a faith community
“continuously engages the whole personality of people, and not just some aspect of it.”79
People are valued for who they are, and in this authenticity, differences along with the
potential for difficult conversations are viewed as healthy parts of the system and are not
disregarded.
Lives for an End Beyond Itself. This characteristic speaks to the ability of a faith community
to bind together each of us as our own unique persons, because we have a “commitment
to a common end”—salvation.80
Diversity That Is Valued. Whether we realize it or not, each one of us is influenced by
culture to presuppose our own socially accepted norms. Along with this come biases that
we may or may not be able to recognize. As we consider the impact that valuing diversity
has on the spiritual formation of children, it is not enough to simply encourage the
presence of diversity within our faith communities but instead we must actively embody
what it means to be a multicultural church that places a high value on who a person is and
how they are received into the community. From a practical standpoint, it means that “we
work to balance the power in a group and . . . to give everyone a voice.”81 Also, we see
Jesus through an ethnorelative lens that centers what it means to be made in the image of
God.82 In doing so, we create a space where spiritual formation can develop.
Summary
As we reflect on Westerhoff’s framework for Christian nurture (as well as insight gained
from other scholars) to create an environment that fosters spiritual formation, we are able
to discern the following:
•

Spiritual formation is impacted by a person both knowing their place in God’s story
and experiencing it. It is of the utmost importance that children come to know and
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connect with God’s story. “For faith, it is therefore especially important to
acknowledge that the most significant and fundamental form of learning is
experience.”83
•

The context in which this happens has a tremendous impact. “Children begin
borrowing ideas from their environment to make sense of their world at a very
young age. Toddlers and preschoolers perceive the dominant values of their
culture well before they can articulate those beliefs or assess whether they are
appropriate or inappropriate,” and this shapes the way they see not only
themselves but God as well.84 Therefore, we must be incredibly mindful of the
perspective through which we shape the context.

•

Children can be “formed in ways that are not positive and do not contribute to their
flourishing.”85 This happens as a result of a communication of the gospel that does
not recognize the impact of ethnocentrism. It is up to us to ensure that the
environment through which the word of God is communicated demonstrates the
value that each of us brings to the table in all of our diversity as imago Dei.

While there is much more that can and should be examined with respect to the spiritual
formation of children, this overview provides a framework through which to better
understand how we should attend to it in the lives of our children’s ministries.
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Appendix G
Jonah: Background Information and Group Reflections

Background Information
The book of Jonah is one of the Old Testament prophetic books written by a single
author, commonly referred to as the narrator. Additionally, the book is written about Jonah
rather than reflecting the message that he preached, which is unlike the other books of
prophecy. It is written in the past tense, and Jonah only speaks a few words of formal
prophecy. Jonah is most similar to the book of Job in that it is a dialogue between God
and a follower of God who disagrees with God’s way in the world.
While there is a good deal of debate regarding the dating of the book, its broad dating
boundaries are circa 750–250 BCE, because there are no real indicators of its date.
However, regardless of when this book reached its final form, it is understood and
interpreted in an eighth-century context. This is an important point, because the evil nation
of Assyria was at the height of its power while Israel was not. Therefore, when Jonah was
told by God to go to Nineveh, the disparity of power that existed between the Assyrians
and the Israelites should have been recognized.
As Jonah was told to go to Nineveh, which was east, he decided to run from God. Thus, he
headed down to Joppa to get on a boat headed to Tarshish, the far western part of the
Mediterranean Sea. From a directional standpoint, it appeared as if Jonah was trying to get
as far away from Nineveh as he could.

https://biblereviews.wordpress.com/2015/05/30/jonah/
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Group Reflections
The team who worked on this curriculum guide walked through our own practical
application exercise, and we chose to do it with the story of Jonah. It was an incredibly rich
discussion that shaped the way each of us thought about this particular story. Here are a
few of the reflections that our group had.
Simplifying the Story
As the group worked through the exercise, a point that came up often was how there are
a number of elements in the story that we often overlook. This could be because we have
not taken the time to read the text or because we have heard such a simplified version of
the story for so long that we don’t think to dig deeper. As the group actually read through
the text, we were amazed at some of what stood out to us. Two of the most prevalent
ones were the diversity of the men on the boat (v.5—“each cried to his God”) and the
anger of Jonah that ends the story and how it isn’t resolved.
Overlooked People
Jonah is the one prophet who has a narrator. It’s not Jonah telling his own story but the
narrator telling the story of Jonah, and what the narrator is trying to do is completely
opaque. The group member who brought up this point talked about how, by not having
information about the narrator or the narrator’s intent, then this group member could just
project whatever he wanted onto the story, and as a White male in the twenty-first century,
that really shapes the way he understands the story and could be incredibly problematic.
The Anger of Jonah
We spent a lot of time on the anger of Jonah as a group because of the real-life
implications, especially in the current day and age. By understanding that Jonah was not in
a place of privilege or power, which isn’t necessarily a point that gets highlighted when
this story is told, then we are able to empathize more with the position that Jonah is in. As
a group member noted, we often tell this story as if Jonah is in the place of power. So, to
see it from Jonah’s perspective, one is able to understand why he ran away and why he
was angry. He was being asked to deliver a message to a group of people who were
committing atrocities against the Israelites, Jonah’s people.
Also, by not talking about the anger of Jonah when we teach this story, we create a
perception that we always have to be okay. Jonah is so angry with God that when God
asks Jonah if it is right for him to be angry, Jonah’s answer is, “Yes” (Jon 4:9). And so he
sits by the bush and is simply mad, and that’s where the story ends. Jonah is still pretty
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angry with God, and that’s okay, because sometimes we just have to just sit with our
strong emotions. The group talked about how that lesson could be really powerful for kids,
because sometimes they show up to class and they’re not in a good mood. Life has been
hard, and they are angry. Then as teachers we try to “fix” their mood; we try to make them
“happy.” On the other hand we could point out that Jonah got angry with God, and he’s
not always fine. However, as adults, we have been conditioned to come to church and
smile and be happy even if we are mad at the world or mad at God, and then we feel
guilty, because we don’t think they are supposed to bring that anger to God. However, in
the story of Jonah, we see that Jonah does exactly that. It’s right there in the Bible.
Sometimes, kids are just not in a good place and having that sort of understanding for kids
who might need help wrestling with those emotions validates the feelings they are having.
Real-Life Application
Jonah is asked by God to do something he doesn’t want to do. In modern day terms, he is
the oppressed person having to go speak to the people of privilege. He is being asked by
God to tell the Ninevites to change their ways so that the Lord can show them compassion
and mercy. The situation resonated with an African American member of the group. He
has often had to be put in a place as the historically marginalized voice where he has had
to show compassion on the people who treat him poorly, and he gets really frustrated with
it, and so he identifies with the anger of Jonah. He can see Jonah’s place of being angry,
because God is showing compassion to the people who are horrible to Jonah, but we
don’t ever talk about the story from that perspective. Instead, we talk about how Jonah
should have obeyed God but didn’t. We rarely imagine why that could be, and then we
never talk about what that often looks like in our own world today.
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Appendix H
The Many Faces of Jesus
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Appendix I
Resources

It is important to note that this is a starting point for resources. While there are many of
these resources that are good, some are more average. For example, there doesn’t seem
to be a children’s storybook Bible that covers a breadth of stories, is inclusive in its visual
presentation, and does a good job from a theological perspective. Hopefully, though, this
list will help you not feel quite so overwhelmed as we work to create an environment that
decenters the White, Eurocentric interpretation of the Bible and moves into a space of true
multiculturalism.
Activity Books and Pages
Hues of You: An Activity Book for Learning about the Skin You’re In (Coloring book
but not centered on the Bible). Lucretia Carter Berry. WaterBrook, 2022.
Illustrated Ministry (Website). https://www.illustratedministry.com.
Parables of Jesus Coloring Book Devotional, The (Coloring book). Laura James and
Katara Washington Patton. FaithWords, 2017.
Children’s Storybook Bibles
Bible for Young Children, The. Marie-Hélène Delval. Eerdmans, 2010.
Bible Is Black History, The. Dr. Theron D. Williams, 2020.
Children of Color Storybook Bible. Thomas Nelson, 1997.
Children of God Storybook Bible. Archbishop Desmond Tutu. Zonderkidz, 2010.
Family Time Bible, The. Dr. Mary Manz Simon. Beaming Books, 2019.
Frolic Preschool Bible. Lucy Bell. Spark House Family, 2017.
God’s Great Plan Storybook Bible. Thomas Nelson, 2019.
God’s Story for Me. Gospel Light, 2009.
Growing in God’s Love: A Story Bible. Elizabeth F. Caldwell and Carol A. Wehrheim.
Flyaway Books, 2018.
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Holy Moly Story Bible, The: Exploring God’s Awesome Word. Rebecca Glaser.
Spark House Family, 2015.
I Wonder: Exploring God’s Grand Story. Glenys Nellist. Zonderkidz, 2021.
Illustrated Bible Poems. Brian Dewayne. The BlackSheep Press, 2020.
Jesus Storybook Bible, The. Sally Lloyd-Jones. Zonderkidz, 2007.
Let My People Go: Bible Stories Told by a Freeman of Color. Patricia and Fredrick
McKissack. Atheneum Books, 1998.
My First Bible for Children of Color (Large Edition). Urban Spirit, 2019.
Shine On: A Story Bible. MennoMedia and Brethren Press, 2014.
Tiny Truths Illustrated Bible, The. Joanna Rivard and Tim Penner. Zonderkidz, 2019.
Images and Visuals
Baca, Sarah Beth (Artist). https://sarahbethart.com/shop.
James, Laura (Artist). https://www.laurajamesart.com/collections/religious.
Pittman, Lauren (Artist). https://lewpstudio.com.
Apostles Creed, The: For All God’s Children (Book with images). Ben Myers and
Natasha Kennedy. Lexham Press, 2022.
Great Women of the Bible (Book with images). Dr. Theron D. Williams, 2020.
Lamp Bible Pictures (PowerPoint images of stories). https://lampbiblepictures.co.uk.
Revised Common Lectionary, The (PowerPoint and attached images for the
different texts). Vanderbilt Divinity Library. https://lectionary.library.vanderbilt.edu.
Bible Geocoding (Maps). https://www.openbible.info/geo/.
Rose Book of Bible Charts, Maps, and Time Lines (Maps). Rose Publishing, 2015.
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Other Ideas for Visual Resources
Search online
Have someone in your church draw something for you
Spiritual Children’s Books
God’s Holy Darkness. Sharei Green and Beckah Selnick. Beaming Books, 2022.
Good for Nothing Tree, The. Amy-Jill Levine and Sandy Eisenberg Sasso. Flyaway
Books, 2022.
I Am God’s Dream. Matthew Paul Turner. Convergent Books, 2022.
Lord’s Prayer, The. Tim Ladwig. Eerdmans, 2002.
Marvelous Mustard Seed, The. Amy-Jill Levine and Sandy Eisenberg Sasso.
Flyaway Books, 2018.
Mother God. Teresa Kim Pecinovsky. Beaming Books, 2022.
What Is God Like?. Rachel Held Evans and Matthew Paul Turner. Convergent
Books, 2021.
When God Made Light. Matthew Paul Turner. Convergent Books, 2018.
When God Made the World. Matthew Paul Turner. Convergent Books, 2020.
When God Made You. Matthew Paul Turner. Convergent Books, 2017.
When I Pray for You. Matthew Paul Turner. Convergent Books, 2019.
Who Counts? 100 Sheep, 10 Coins, and 2 Sons. Amy-Jill Levine and Sandy
Eisenberg Sasso. Westminster John Knox Press, 2017.
Who Is My Neighbor?. Amy-Jill Levine and Sandy Eisenberg Sasso. Flyaway Books,
2019.
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Class Preparation Resources
It is likely that you will not agree with all of what any given site or person listed below will
say. However, the list offers a variety of resources that will allow you to reflect on Scripture
from a diverse perspective.
Online Commentary-Type Resources:
• Biblical Interpretation and Resource Guide: The Library at Wesley
Theological Seminary.
https://wesleyseminary.libguides.com/c.php?g=784404&p=6303103. Free.
• Enter the Bible. https://enterthebible.org. Free.
• Howard Thurman Digital Archive, The. https://thurman.pitts.emory.edu. Scroll
to the bottom and select “Search Collection.” Free.
• Sermon for Every Sunday, A. https://asermonforeverysunday.com. Free.
• Sojourners: Preaching the Word. https://sojo.net/preaching-the-word.
Subscription fee.
• Working Preacher. https://www.workingpreacher.org/bible-index. Free.
Bible Scholars and Theologians to Seek Out:
• Shively Smith (shivelysmith.com)
• Wilda Gafney (wilgafney.com)
• Mitzi Smith (mitzijsmith.com)
• Emilie Townes
• Kwok Pui-lan (kwokpuilan.blogspot.com)
• Fernando Segovia
• Choon-Leong Seow
• Gustavo Gutiérrez
• Ada María Isasi-Díaz
• Yolanda Tarango
• Justo L. González
• Mayra Rivera (mayrarivera.com)
• Miguel De La Torre (drmigueldelatorre.com)
• Ruth Padilla DeBorst
• Esau McCaulley (esaumccaulley.com)
Preachers to Seek Out:
• Lisa Thompson
• Teresa Fry Brown
• Anna Carter Florence
• Frank Thomas (drfrankathomas.com)
• Luke Powery
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INTRODUCTION
Welcome to this equipping session. Our goal here today is to engage in a conversation
that heavily impacts the kingdom of God. More specifically, we are going to spend time
examining the ways that our communication of Scripture creates barriers to spiritual
formation in children, and then, we will begin to learn and implement strategies that will
intentionally work against that tendency.
As we dive into this conversation, there are two very important points to remember.
•

First, this is only the starting point to this conversation.

•

Second, this isn’t an easy conversation, and it is important to acknowledge that up
front.
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“Where I’m From” Poem
I am from ______________________________
(specific ordinary item)
From ________________________ and __________________________ .
(product name)
(product name)
I am from the ______________________________________________
(home description)
___________________ , ___________________ , ________________________________ .
(adjective)
(adjective)
(sensory detail)
I am from ________________________________ , _________________________________ .
(plant, flower, natural item)
(description of above item)
I'm from ____________________________ and ______________________________
(family tradition)
(family trait)
From ______________________________ and ______________________________ .
(name of family member)
(another family name)
I'm from the ____________________________ and ______________________________
(description of family tendency)
(another one)
From _________________________________ and ______________________________ .
(something you were told as a child)
(another)
I'm from ______________________________ , __________________________________
(representation of religion or lack of),
(further description)
I'm from _______________________________________________
(place of birth and family ancestry)
___________________________________ , ___________________________________
(a food item that represents your family)
(another one)
From the ______________________________________________________________
(specific family story about a specific person and detail)
The _________________________________ ______________________________________
(another detail of another family member)
(location of family pictures, mementos, archives)
__________________________________________________________________________ .
(line explaining the importance of family items)
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About “Where I’m From”
By George Ella Lyon
“Where I'm From” grew out of my response to a poem from Stories I Ain't Told
Nobody Yet (Orchard Books, 1989; Theater Communications Group, 1991) by my friend,
Tennessee writer Jo Carson. All of the People Pieces, as Jo calls them, are based on
things folks actually said, and number 22 begins, “I want to know when you get to be from
a place.” Jo's speaker, one of those people “that doesn't have roots like trees,” tells us “I
am from Interstate 40” and “I am from the work my father did.”
In the summer of 1993, I decided to see what would happen if I made my own
where-I'm-from lists, which I did, in a black and white speckled composition book. I edited
them into a poem—not my usual way of working—but even when that was done I kept on
making the lists. The process was too rich and too much fun to give up after only one
poem. Realizing this, I decided to try it as an exercise with other writers, and it immediately
took off. The list form is simple and familiar, and the question of where you are from
reaches deep.
Since then, the poem as a writing prompt has traveled in amazing ways. People
have used it at their family reunions, teachers have used it with kids all over the United
States, in Ecuador and China; they have taken it to girls in juvenile detention, to men in
prison for life, and to refugees in a camp in the Sudan. Its life beyond my notebook is a
testimony to the power of poetry, of roots, and of teachers. My thanks to all of you who
have taken it to heart and handed it on. It's a thrill to read the poems you send me, to have
a window into that many young souls.
“Where I'm From” By George Ella Lyon
I am from clothespins, from Clorox and carbon-tetrachloride.
I am from the dirt under the back porch. (Black, glistening, it tasted like beets.)
I am from the forsythia bush the Dutch elm whose long-gone limbs I remember as if they
were my own.
I'm from fudge and eyeglasses, from Imogene and Alafair.
I'm from the know-it-alls and the pass-it-ons, from Perk up! and Pipe down!
I'm from He restoreth my soul with a cottonball lamb and ten verses I can say myself.
I'm from Artemus and Billie's Branch, fried corn and strong coffee.
From the finger my grandfather lost to the auger, the eye my father shut to keep his sight.
Under my bed was a dress box spilling old pictures, a sift of lost faces to drift beneath my
dreams.
I am from those moments—snapped before I budded—leaf-fall from the family tree.

3
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COMMUNITY COVENANT
1. Listen actively and with an open mind.

2. Speak from an “I” perspective.

3. Understand the importance of equitable engagement.

4. Do everything within your power to foster a brave space.

A DIALOGUE FOR ALL OF US
(Notes)

4
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WHAT IS OUR WHY?
When you know your _______________ you _______________ becomes more
_______________ , because you are walking _______________ or _______________
_______________ _______________ .

“The LORD is a stronghold for the oppressed,
a stronghold in times of trouble.”
~ Psalm 9:9
What Is Our Why? Notes:

5
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LEARNING OBJECTIVES
•

To be able to identify the Scriptural foundation for a multicultural
community of faith.

•

To be able to explain the impact a White, Eurocentric teaching of the
Bible has on the spiritual formation of children.

•

To be able to appraise practices of children’s ministry in order to locate
the dominant-culture framework that acts as a barrier to spiritual
formation.

•

To be able to construct practices of children’s ministry arising out of an
ethnorelative framework that support spiritual formation.

•
Learning Objective Notes:
•

6
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SHARED TERMINOLOGY
Diversity:

Inclusion:

Multicultural:

Journal Reflection
There are complexities and differences that exist between these terms.
Now that you have a clearer understanding of them, how would you use
them to describe our church? Where are we doing multiculturalism well,
and what does that look like? And where do we have room to grow?

Journal Reflection:

7
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ROOTED IN SCRIPTURE
Imago Dei
Genesis 1:26–27
26
Then God said, “Let us make humankind in our image, according to our likeness; and
let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the birds of the air, and over
the cattle, and over all the wild animals of the earth, and over every creeping thing that
creeps upon the earth.”
27
So God created humankind in his image,
in the image of God he created them;
male and female he created them.

Vertical and Horizontal Relationships
Matthew 22:37–39
37
He said to him, “‘You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all
your soul, and with all your mind.’ 38 This is the greatest and first commandment. 39 And
a second is like it: ‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself.’”

8
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Ephesians 2:14–18
14
For he is our peace; in his flesh he has made both groups into one and has broken
down the dividing wall, that is, the hostility between us. 15 He has abolished the law with
its commandments and ordinances, that he might create in himself one new humanity
in place of the two, thus making peace, 16 and might reconcile both groups to God in
one body through the cross, thus putting to death that hostility through it. 17 So he came
and proclaimed peace to you who were far off and peace to those who were near; 18 for
through him both of us have access in one Spirit to the Father.

Othering
Journal Reflection
Our participation (both implicit and explicit) in othering can be a difficult
acknowledgment to make as Christians, but it is one that we must be
willing to talk about. Where do you see its presence in your own life or
church? How do we remove othering from our lives and communities of
faith?

Journal Reflection:

9
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Ephesians 2:1–22 (for reference)
You were dead through the trespasses and sins 2 in which you once lived, following
the course of this world, following the ruler of the power of the air, the spirit that is now
at work among those who are disobedient. 3 All of us once lived among them in the
passions of our flesh, following the desires of flesh and senses, and we were by nature
children of wrath, like everyone else. 4 But God, who is rich in mercy, out of the great
love with which he loved us 5 even when we were dead through our trespasses, made
us alive together with Christ—by grace you have been saved— 6 and raised us up with
him and seated us with him in the heavenly places in Christ Jesus, 7 so that in the ages
to come he might show the immeasurable riches of his grace in kindness toward us in
Christ Jesus. 8 For by grace you have been saved through faith, and this is not your
own doing; it is the gift of God— 9 not the result of works, so that no one may
boast. 10 For we are what he has made us, created in Christ Jesus for good works, which
God prepared beforehand to be our way of life.
So then, remember that at one time you Gentiles by birth, called “the uncircumcision”
by those who are called “the circumcision”—a physical circumcision made in the flesh
by human hands— 12 remember that you were at that time without Christ, being aliens
from the commonwealth of Israel, and strangers to the covenants of promise, having
no hope and without God in the world. 13 But now in Christ Jesus you who once were
far off have been brought near by the blood of Christ. 14 For he is our peace; in his flesh
he has made both groups into one and has broken down the dividing wall, that is, the
hostility between us. 15 He has abolished the law with its commandments and
ordinances, that he might create in himself one new humanity in place of the two, thus
making peace, 16 and might reconcile both groups to God in one body through the
cross, thus putting to death that hostility through it. 17 So he came and proclaimed
peace to you who were far off and peace to those who were near; 18 for through him
both of us have access in one Spirit to the Father. 19 So then you are no longer strangers
and aliens, but you are citizens with the saints and also members of the household of
God, 20 built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets, with Christ Jesus
himself as the cornerstone. 21 In him the whole structure is joined together and grows
into a holy temple in the Lord; 22 in whom you also are built together spiritually into a
dwelling place for God.
11

10
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A Truly Multicultural Church

1 Corinthians 12:14–26
14
Indeed, the body does not consist of one member but of many. 15 If the foot would
say, “Because I am not a hand, I do not belong to the body,” that would not make it
any less a part of the body. 16 And if the ear would say, “Because I am not an eye, I do
not belong to the body,” that would not make it any less a part of the body. 17 If the
whole body were an eye, where would the hearing be? If the whole body were
hearing, where would the sense of smell be? 18 But as it is, God arranged the members
in the body, each one of them, as he chose. 19 If all were a single member, where
would the body be? 20 As it is, there are many members, yet one body. 21 The eye
cannot say to the hand, “I have no need of you,” nor again the head to the feet, “I have
no need of you.” 22 On the contrary, the members of the body that seem to be weaker
are indispensable, 23 and those members of the body that we think less honorable we
clothe with greater honor, and our less respectable members are treated with greater
respect; 24 whereas our more respectable members do not need this. But God has so
arranged the body, giving the greater honor to the inferior member, 25 that there may
be no dissension within the body, but the members may have the same care for one
another. 26 If one member suffers, all suffer together with it; if one member is honored,
all rejoice together with it.

A Truly Multicultural Church Notes:

11
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Acts 15:1–35 (for reference)
Then certain individuals came down from Judea and were teaching the brothers,
“Unless you are circumcised according to the custom of Moses, you cannot be
saved.” 2 And after Paul and Barnabas had no small dissension and debate with them,
Paul and Barnabas and some of the others were appointed to go up to Jerusalem to
discuss this question with the apostles and the elders. 3 So they were sent on their way
by the church, and as they passed through both Phoenicia and Samaria, they reported
the conversion of the Gentiles, and brought great joy to all the believers. 4 When they
came to Jerusalem, they were welcomed by the church and the apostles and the
elders, and they reported all that God had done with them. 5 But some believers who
belonged to the sect of the Pharisees stood up and said, “It is necessary for them to
be circumcised and ordered to keep the law of Moses.”
6
The apostles and the elders met together to consider this matter. 7 After there had
been much debate, Peter stood up and said to them, “My brothers, you know that in
the early days God made a choice among you, that I should be the one through whom
the Gentiles would hear the message of the good news and become believers. 8 And
God, who knows the human heart, testified to them by giving them the Holy Spirit, just
as he did to us; 9 and in cleansing their hearts by faith he has made no distinction
between them and us. 10 Now therefore why are you putting God to the test by placing
on the neck of the disciples a yoke that neither our ancestors nor we have been able
to bear? 11 On the contrary, we believe that we will be saved through the grace of the
Lord Jesus, just as they will.”
12
The whole assembly kept silence and listened to Barnabas and Paul as they told of
all the signs and wonders that God had done through them among the Gentiles. 13 After
they finished speaking, James replied, “My brothers, listen to me. 14 Simeon has related
how God first looked favorably on the Gentiles, to take from among them a people for
his name. 15 This agrees with the words of the prophets, as it is written,
16
‘After this I will return, and I will rebuild the dwelling of David, which has fallen;
from its ruins I will rebuild it, and I will set it up,
17
so that all other peoples may seek the Lord—even all the Gentiles over whom
my name has been called. Thus says the Lord, who has been making these
things 18 known from long ago.’
19
Therefore I have reached the decision that we should not trouble those Gentiles who
are turning to God, 20 but we should write to them to abstain only from things polluted
by idols and from fornication and from whatever has been strangled and from
blood. 21 For in every city, for generations past, Moses has had those who proclaim him,
for he has been read aloud every sabbath in the synagogues.”
22
Then the apostles and the elders, with the consent of the whole church, decided to
choose men from among their members and to send them to Antioch with Paul and
Barnabas. They sent Judas called Barsabbas, and Silas, leaders among the
brothers, 23 with the following letter: “The brothers, both the apostles and the elders,
to the believers of Gentile origin in Antioch and Syria and Cilicia, greetings. 24 Since we
have heard that certain persons who have gone out from us, though with no
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instructions from us, have said things to disturb you and have unsettled your
minds, 25 we have decided unanimously to choose representatives and send them to
you, along with our beloved Barnabas and Paul, 26 who have risked their lives for the
sake of our Lord Jesus Christ. 27 We have therefore sent Judas and Silas, who
themselves will tell you the same things by word of mouth. 28 For it has seemed good
to the Holy Spirit and to us to impose on you no further burden than these
essentials: 29 that you abstain from what has been sacrificed to idols and from blood
and from what is strangled and from fornication. If you keep yourselves from these, you
will do well. Farewell.”
30
So they were sent off and went down to Antioch. When they gathered the
congregation together, they delivered the letter. 31 When its members read it, they
rejoiced at the exhortation. 32 Judas and Silas, who were themselves prophets, said
much to encourage and strengthen the believers. 33 After they had been there for
some time, they were sent off in peace by the believers to those who had sent
them. 35 But Paul and Barnabas remained in Antioch, and there, with many others, they
taught and proclaimed the word of the Lord.

13
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THE IMPACT ON CHILDREN’S MINISTRY

“And what does the LORD require of you but to do justice,
and to love kindness, and to walk humbly with your God.”
~ Micah 6:8
The Impact on Children’s Ministry Notes:
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Journal Reflection
As you consider the following questions, how would you respond? If you
are unsure of how you would respond or if you feel some sort of
emotional reaction as you think about it, then simply approach this
reflection time with an open heart, because whether we intend to or not,
there is a very real impact happening in our diverse churches, especially
to our children of color, but in truth, all children.
What role do I play in furthering a system that presents an incomplete and
imbalanced message of God, one that diminishes the ability for all of
God’s church to come fully into relationship with God?
Could my presentation of the Bible be considered White and Eurocentric
(thinking through both the visual and the verbal)?
What do I communicate to the children in my ministry, and how is that
impacting them as individuals both from a societal standpoint and in their
faith development?
Journal Reflection:

15
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Resource Impact
Resource Impact Notes:

Journal Reflection
Look at the following images and look at, listen to, or read the following
language. These are different activities that have been used in children’s
ministries throughout the country on an incredibly regular basis. What
stands out to you? How do you react to this? (See Appendix E for images
and language.)

Journal Reflection:
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“Then Solomon said, ‘The LORD has said that he would dwell in thick darkness.’”
~ 1 Kings 8:12
“Then the people stood at a distance, while Moses drew near
to the thick darkness where God was.”
~ Exodus 20:21
“Clouds and thick darkness are all around him;
righteousness and justice are the foundation of his throne.”
~ Psalm 97:2
“These words the LORD spoke with a loud voice to your whole assembly at the mountain,
out of the fire, the cloud, and the thick darkness, and he added no more.
He wrote them on two stone tablets, and gave them to me.”
~ Deuteronomy 5:22
When we examine the importance of being a multicultural and inclusive community of faith
and how that impacts a person’s spiritual formation, we must understand that it does not
begin in adulthood. It is part of a person’s faith development from early childhood.
Therefore, the two important things to remember are:
1. All of this has lasting implications on our relationship with God and our relationship
with each other.

2. This is about expressing the fullness of God as designed by a multicultural and
inclusive God.

17
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SPIRITUAL FORMATION
Three Key Points:
1. Spiritual formation is impacted by a person both knowing their place in God’s story
and experiencing it.

2. The context in which this happens has a tremendous impact.

3. Children can be formed in both positive and negative ways.

Spiritual Formation Notes:
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PRACTICAL APPLICATION

“But the wisdom from above is first pure, then peaceable, gentle, willing to yield,
full of mercy and good fruits, without a trace of partiality or hypocrisy.”
~ James 3:17
Primary Questions
Approach lesson preparation through a questioning lens. By developing a pattern of
asking questions of your lesson as you prepare it, you will:
1. develop a greater awareness of the potential issues that accompany a default
approach to the text,
2. expand your ability to address the problematic elements of the lesson, and
3. present a more multiculturally-influenced lesson that provides space for students to
experience their place within God’s unfolding story.
Text Questions
•

What does the text itself say?

•

Where on the map did this story take place?

Material Questions
•

Who do we not see or hear in this story? What voices are silent, and/or who are the
invisible participants in the story?
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Interpretation Questions
•

How is my interpretation of the story going to impact others? How would this story
be heard by _______ [consider a people group]?

•

How might you navigate difficult conversations that could come up as a result of a
more multicultural interpretation of the text?

Questions for Further Reflection
•
•
•
•
•

Does the lesson make real-world, authentic connections?
Does this Bible story contain any lessons that have modern implications for how we
treat marginalized people today?
Are the activities associated with the lesson inclusive?
Can the students see themselves within the lesson?
Is there contextual information that would illuminate the lesson more fully?

20

343

EVALUATING AND ADAPTING LESSONS
Evaluate Notes:
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Adapt
1. Pray for the Holy Spirit to guide you as you seek to approach and teach this lesson
through a multiculturally-inclusive lens.

2. Read the text of the lesson.

3. If you are able, read through a few different translations.

4. Apply the primary questions to the lesson.

5. Be willing to reach out to someone else to get a deeper perspective.

6. Plan how you will teach the lesson (verbally, visually, with lesson reinforcement).

7. Gather any resources you will need with an eye toward multiculturalism. If the
visuals are not indicative of a multicultural lens, then that is the message the
children will receive.

8. Once again, always be willing to reach out to someone else to get a more inclusive
perspective.

*Try not to let this exercise overwhelm you. It will get easier and become more natural and
fluid with time.
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AN IMPORTANT CONVERSATION

Journal Reflection
As you look at these images, what stands out to you?
How do you feel when you see a lighter-skinned Jesus versus a darkerskinned Jesus, or do you have a noticeable difference in feeling?
How often do you see different reflections of Jesus?
How often do you bring multicultural images of Jesus into your children’s
ministry classroom?
Journal Reflection:

An Important Conversation Notes:
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RESOURCES
It is important to note that this is a starting point for resources. While there are many of
these resources that are good, some are more average. For example, there doesn’t seem
to be a children’s storybook Bible that covers a breadth of stories, is inclusive in its visual
presentation, and does a good job from a theological perspective. Hopefully, though, this
list will help you not feel quite so overwhelmed as we work to create an environment that
decenters the White, Eurocentric interpretation of the Bible and moves into a space of true
multiculturalism.
Activity Books and Pages
Hues of You: An Activity Book for Learning about the Skin You’re In (Coloring book
but not centered on the Bible). Lucretia Carter Berry. WaterBrook, 2022.
Illustrated Ministry (Website). https://www.illustratedministry.com.
Parables of Jesus Coloring Book Devotional, The (Coloring book). Laura James and
Katara Washington Patton. FaithWords, 2017.
Children’s Storybook Bibles
Bible for Young Children, The. Marie-Hélène Delval. Eerdmans, 2010.
Bible Is Black History, The. Dr. Theron D. Williams, 2020.
Children of Color Storybook Bible. Thomas Nelson, 1997.
Children of God Storybook Bible. Archbishop Desmond Tutu. Zonderkidz, 2010.
Family Time Bible, The. Dr. Mary Manz Simon. Beaming Books, 2019.
Frolic Preschool Bible. Lucy Bell. Spark House Family, 2017.
God’s Great Plan Storybook Bible. Thomas Nelson, 2019.
God’s Story for Me. Gospel Light, 2009.
Growing in God’s Love: A Story Bible. Elizabeth F. Caldwell and Carol A. Wehrheim.
Flyaway Books, 2018.
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Holy Moly Story Bible, The: Exploring God’s Awesome Word. Rebecca Glaser.
Spark House Family, 2015.
I Wonder: Exploring God’s Grand Story. Glenys Nellist. Zonderkidz, 2021.
Illustrated Bible Poems. Brian Dewayne. The BlackSheep Press, 2020.
Jesus Storybook Bible, The. Sally Lloyd-Jones. Zonderkidz, 2007.
Let My People Go: Bible Stories Told by a Freeman of Color. Patricia and Fredrick
McKissack. Atheneum Books, 1998.
My First Bible for Children of Color (Large Edition). Urban Spirit, 2019.
Shine On: A Story Bible. MennoMedia and Brethren Press, 2014.
Tiny Truths Illustrated Bible, The. Joanna Rivard and Tim Penner. Zonderkidz, 2019.
Images and Visuals
Baca, Sarah Beth (Artist). https://sarahbethart.com/shop.
James, Laura (Artist). https://www.laurajamesart.com/collections/religious.
Pittman, Lauren (Artist). https://lewpstudio.com.
Apostles Creed, The: For All God’s Children (Book with images). Ben Myers and
Natasha Kennedy. Lexham Press, 2022.
Great Women of the Bible (Book with images). Dr. Theron D. Williams, 2020.
Lamp Bible Pictures (PowerPoint images of stories). https://lampbiblepictures.co.uk.
Revised Common Lectionary, The (PowerPoint and attached images for the
different texts). Vanderbilt Divinity Library. https://lectionary.library.vanderbilt.edu.
Bible Geocoding (Maps). https://www.openbible.info/geo/.
Rose Book of Bible Charts, Maps, and Time Lines (Maps). Rose Publishing, 2015.
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Other Ideas for Visual Resources
Search online
Have someone in your church draw something for you
Spiritual Children’s Books
God’s Holy Darkness. Sharei Green and Beckah Selnick. Beaming Books, 2022.
Good for Nothing Tree, The. Amy-Jill Levine and Sandy Eisenberg Sasso. Flyaway
Books, 2022.
I Am God’s Dream. Matthew Paul Turner. Convergent Books, 2022.
Lord’s Prayer, The. Tim Ladwig. Eerdmans, 2002.
Marvelous Mustard Seed, The. Amy-Jill Levine and Sandy Eisenberg Sasso.
Flyaway Books, 2018.
Mother God. Teresa Kim Pecinovsky. Beaming Books, 2022.
What Is God Like?. Rachel Held Evans and Matthew Paul Turner. Convergent
Books, 2021.
When God Made Light. Matthew Paul Turner. Convergent Books, 2018.
When God Made the World. Matthew Paul Turner. Convergent Books, 2020.
When God Made You. Matthew Paul Turner. Convergent Books, 2017.
When I Pray for You. Matthew Paul Turner. Convergent Books, 2019.
Who Counts? 100 Sheep, 10 Coins, and 2 Sons. Amy-Jill Levine and Sandy
Eisenberg Sasso. Westminster John Knox Press, 2017.
Who Is My Neighbor?. Amy-Jill Levine and Sandy Eisenberg Sasso. Flyaway Books,
2019.
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Class Preparation Resources
It is likely that you will not agree with all of what any given site or person listed below will
say. However, the list offers a variety of resources that will allow you to reflect on Scripture
from a diverse perspective.
Online Commentary-Type Resources:
• Biblical Interpretation and Resource Guide: The Library at Wesley
Theological Seminary.
https://wesleyseminary.libguides.com/c.php?g=784404&p=6303103. Free.
• Enter the Bible. https://enterthebible.org. Free.
• Howard Thurman Digital Archive, The. https://thurman.pitts.emory.edu. Scroll
to the bottom and select “Search Collection.” Free.
• Sermon for Every Sunday, A. https://asermonforeverysunday.com. Free.
• Sojourners: Preaching the Word. https://sojo.net/preaching-the-word.
Subscription fee.
• Working Preacher. https://www.workingpreacher.org/bible-index. Free.
Bible Scholars and Theologians to Seek Out:
• Shively Smith (shivelysmith.com)
• Wil Gafney (wilgafney.com)
• Mitzi Smith (mitzijsmith.com)
• Emilie Townes
• Kwok Pui-lan (kwokpuilan.blogspot.com)
• Fernando Segovia
• Choon-Leong Seow
• Gustavo Gutiérrez
• Ada María Isasi-Díaz
• Yolanda Tarango
• Justo L. González
• Mayra Rivera (mayrarivera.com)
• Miguel De La Torre (drmigueldelatorre.com)
• Ruth Padilla DeBorst
• Esau McCaulley (esaumccaulley.com)
Preachers to Seek Out:
• Lisa Thompson
• Teresa Fry Brown
• Anna Carter Florence
• Frank Thomas (drfrankathomas.com)
• Luke Powery
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CONCLUSION

“Though I am free and belong to no one, I have made myself a slave to everyone, to win as many as
possible. To the Jews I became like a Jew, to win the Jews. To those under the law I became like one
under the law (though I myself am not under the law), so as to win those under the law. To those not
having the law I became like one not having the law (though I am not free from God’s law but am
under Christ’s law), so as to win those not having the law. To the weak I became weak, to win the
weak. I have become all things to all people so that by all possible means I might save some.”
~ 1 Corinthians 9:19–22
As you are reflecting on the material covered throughout the equipping session, this is a
short but excellent video to reflect on.
Video: “An Excerpt from Martin Luther King, Jr.’s 1967 Stanford Visit”
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sctENM_d77g

Conclusion Notes:
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APPENDIX C
Field Note Protocol
1.

Each week, record the names of the participants who attend the Zoom conference
session.

2.

Notes will be recorded in a modified two-column format where the first column
has been divided simply to facilitate data collection. The notetaker (participant
observer) will record the name of the participant who is speaking and main ideas
and observations in the middle column (Column 1b). In the column to the left, the
notetaker will note body language observations and/or areas of conversation that
match previously defined codes (Column 1a). The researcher will record
reactions, feelings, and interpretations in the righthand column immediately
following the session (Column 2).

3.

While the notes are not intended to be verbatim, the notetaker will record not only
main ideas of the participant but also any observations about tone, body language,
or non-verbal communication that might be pertinent.

4.

At the end of the session, the notes should be turned into the researcher.

Date:
Participants:
Codes and
Body
Language
Column 1a

Time:

Session:

Participant Observer
(Speaker, Main Ideas, and
Observations)
Column 1b
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Researcher Reflections
Column 2

APPENDIX D
Group Interview Questions
1. In what way(s) do you think this curriculum created by the group will enhance
volunteers’ understanding of ministry within a multicultural community of faith?
2. In what way(s) do you believe this curriculum meets the goals and objectives as
outlined in this project intervention?
3. How well do you believe this curriculum will be accepted by a multicultural
church?
4. What inherent limitations might exist within this curriculum?
5. What, if anything, do you feel should have been added to or omitted from the
curriculum the group created?
6. Imagine a six-year-old child of color being taught by one of our trained
volunteers. After that six-year-old spends six years in this program, what would
you expect the child’s perceptions of God, self, and community to be?
7. Imagine a six-year-old child of European descent being taught by one of our
trained volunteers. After that six-year-old spends six years in this program, what
would you expect the child’s perceptions of God, self, and community to be?

353

APPENDIX E
Outside Evaluation of the Primary Artifact: Angela Parker

SCHOOL OF THEOLOGY

Angela N. Parker, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor of New Testament and Greek
3001 Mercer University Drive
Atlanta, Georgia 30341-4116
(678) 547-6340
parker_an@mercer.edu
theology.mercer.edu
May 17, 2022
Via E-Mail
Abilene Christian University
Attn: Doctor of Ministry Advisor
Re:

Jennifer Schroeder
Project Title: Inclusive Conversations for Children’s Ministry:
Journeying From Diversity to Multiculturalism

Dear Sir/Madam:
My name is Rev. Dr. Angela N. Parker and, currently, I am the appointed Assistant
Professor of New Testament and Greek at Mercer University’s McAfee School of Theology.
In this position I supervise Masters of Divinity, Masters of Theological Studies, and Doctor
of Ministry students. In my capacity, I teach classes in all areas of the New Testament in
addition to various critical theories and how reading theory with Bible can unpack
conversations in contemporary contexts. I am a Womanist New Testament scholar and the
author of If God Still Breathes, Why Can’t I? Black Lives Matter and Biblical Authority. I am also
one of the editors of a volume entitled Bitter the Chastening Rod: Africana Biblical Interpretation
After Stony the Road We Trod in the age of BLM, SayHerName, and MeToo. Further, I am an
ordained minister in the Missionary Baptist Association. My education, professional position,
scholarly production, and pedagogical skills allow me to serve as an expert reviewer for
Jennifer Schroeder’s stellar Project Thesis.
As I have read Jennifer’s Project Thesis, I am pleased to witness the advanced
synthesis of biblical and theological foundations that inform her ministry through the
practice of integrative theological reflection. I am also pleased to view the ways that Jennifer
explores the contexts of children’s ministry in her particular North Atlanta church context.
Additionally, Jennifer has demonstrated phenomenal leadership skills as she has provided a
varied and robust index that allows her facilitators and volunteers to commit to missional
renewal and transformation within her children’s ministry context. The facilitators and
volunteers will grow under Jennifer’s leadership. Finally, as a Project Thesis that engages
spiritual formation for children, Jennifer’s work also serves as a way for facilitators and
volunteers to experience spiritual maturity in the training. As I read Jennifer’s work I can
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also see evidence of her own maturation process in the thoughtful manner in which she has
developed the curriculum.
As a project, Jennifer’s thesis addresses the barrier to spiritual formation that occurs
in children when a diverse church (specifically North Atlanta) still operates out of a White,
Eurocentric cultural mindset. Jennifer has provided a proposed intervention through
curriculum creation that will equip volunteers to teach a multicultural perspective of
Christianity that fosters spiritual formation in children. As she deftly explores complex
theological constructs such as the Imago Dei, relationality, othering, and multiculturalism,
Jennifer moves facilitators and volunteers from not only engaging diversity but to active
multicultural inclusion. Jennifer’s Project Thesis shines in the ways that she engaged theology
in conversion with sociological and anthropological concepts. One of the highlights of
Jennifer’s Project Thesis is her engagement with the many faces of Jesus and how such
engagement not only allows children of color to see themselves in Jesus but allows
facilitators and volunteers to engage with their own discomfort when they view other faces
of Jesus. In essence, both volunteers and children become spiritually mature.
Further, a strength of Jennifer’s Project Thesis is that it does not smack of any kind
of condescension for her ministry context. Jennifer is well aware that many of facilitators
and volunteers operate with a White, Eurocentric mindset. Yet, through her curriculum,
Jennifer gently allows a journey from diversity to multiculturalism. Jennifer’s work prods
from pseudo inclusion to engagement with multiculturalism in meaningful ways. Poignant
epigraphic quotations from prominent people of color such as Maya Angelou coupled with
“Turn and Talk Reflections” allows gentle engagement where facilitators can interact with
ideas instead of talking over one another. Reconciliation work demands reflection in order
for growth to flourish. Such is another strength of Jennifer’s Project Thesis.
The only weakness that I see in Jennifer’s Project Thesis is her characterization of
“Paul” writing Ephesians. While the authentic Paul may have very well written the Ephesians
text, a footnote indicating that a majority scholarship argues for a secondary school of Paul
writing in his name is not out of line. Such a footnote would demonstrate Jennifer’s
engagement with biblical scholarship even if the facilitators do not engage such
conversations with children. Nonetheless, the balance of Jennifer’s Project Thesis is stellar.
Thank you for allowing me to serve as an outside expert reviewer for “Inclusive
Conversations for Children’s Ministry: Journeying From Diversity to Multiculturalism.” If
you have any additional questions, it is best to contact me at 312-513-2293 or
parker_an@mercer.edu.
Sincerely,

Angela N. Parker
Rev. Dr. Angela N. Parker
Assistant Professor of New Testament and Greek
Mercer University’s McAfee School of Theology
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APPENDIX F
Outside Evaluation of the Primary Artifact: Holly Allen

Response from Holly Allen

Inclusive Conversations for Children’s Ministries:
Journeying from Diversity to Multiculturalism
First, I must say that this thoughtful, well-conceived curriculum is important work. Most
of us indeed are unaware of the lenses through which we view and understand our world. The
curriculum invites participants into a journey of self-discovery first to open their eyes and hearts
to their biases, secondly to gain a perspective regarding how very differently others perceive the
world, and, finally, to begin sharing a less Eurocentric, privileged understanding of Scripture and
God’s story in order for all the children we serve will see themselves as fully valued in the eyes
of God.
Facilitator’s notes: The preparation for the journey begins with a caution to the facilitator
that this journey will be a gradual process, one that will only begin on this day, since altering our
long-held understandings will take intentional work over a period of time. The stated objectives
are clear and forthright, and, though daunting, nevertheless seem attainable.
Introduction: The journey begins with a caution to the participants that this will be an
arduous trail, and then the day commences with the beautiful opportunity to create a “Where I’m
From” poem. You offer carefully worded guidelines for navigating the journey in “Covenant
Community”: listening to one another, “I” messages, awareness of others’ experiences, and the
wonderful term, “brave space.” The “Dialogue for All of Us” piece uses warm, welcoming
language. You are creating a space for everyone to feel seen, safe, and secure.
Next, the journey faces its first challenging incline—the “Why” section. As the learning
objectives are spelled out, some participants may begin to perceive the steepness of the trail,
recognize the discomfort it may entail, even experience some hesitation as they sense it may be a
tougher climb than they had anticipated.
The terminology section is clear, simple, manageable—and necessary.
The next section, “Rooted in Scripture,” feels initially like it will be a more manageable
part of the trail—with gentle inclines and descents. It feels familiar. However, it soon becomes
very challenging, with surprising twists and turns, with switchbacks needed to navigate the
terrain: the othering piece (so powerful), the astute Jew-Gentile discussion, and the Acts 15
insight noting that the Gentiles were not actually present in that conversation. The participants/
travelers on this trek will feel the muscle strain of this upward stretch, and ultimately new sinews
will form to power the remainder of this (life) journey. Good extra resource material is provided,
but what is included in this section is strong and potent, just what is needed to fuel the upcoming
strenuous leg of the journey.
The difficult journey thus far has prepared participants to hear the hard truths that are
revealed in “The Impact on Children’s Ministry”; many may begin to see how they may have
harmed the spiritual formation of the children in their care. This can be a devastating realization.
You conclude this section with on a note of hope to help participants anticipate a way forward.
The practical application is brilliantly helpful. The hard journey has led participants to a
place of desiring to provide more inclusive, welcoming formative experiences for children, and
you make this seem possible. You offer robust questions for teaching a text with children. The
Jonah story provides an actual example, and the small group activities with specific passages
provide practice. Participants can glimpse the view from the top of the mountain they have
climbed; they can see the promised land.
And the appendices offer rich resources that support the work done during the seminar;
the Jesus (and Bible-times) pictures, the children’s Bible story book commentary, and the hard
examples of black/dark and sin/bad bring home earlier points.
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Jennifer, your curriculum is strong, powerful material. You have approached a complex
and delicate topic and addressed it straightforwardly, yet gently. It is always distressing to offer
criticism to children’s ministers, who are surely close to the heart of God; yet you have done so
sensitively. You have spoken truth in love.
May God use this for good in the kingdom.
Suggestion for opening section of Facilitator’s Notes:
Welcome, and thank you for being a part of this essential conversation. It is a conversation
rooted in love—love of God and love of people—and it is a conversation that is kingdom
impacting. As we consider what it means for our children to be spiritually formed, we must
also acknowledge that we, even with the best of intentions, create barriers to that spiritual
formation. Therefore, we need to examine how to both remove those barriers as well as
keep them from occurring in the first place. Without this intentional pursuit, we impact the
ways in which children are able to see themselves as part of God’s unfolding story, and by
doing so, we hinder their spiritual formation.
I find the highlighted material a bit confusing. We are always impacting the way in which
children are able to see themselves as a part of God’s unfolding story (whether we are intentional
in our pursuit of ways to examine barriers or not).
*************
Another suggestion perhaps related to the previous one: in your email instructions to me, you
state the premise of your work:
“The premise is that despite the presence of diversity within the church setting, the message of
God's story is still presented through a White, Eurocentric lens, and that ultimately affects the
spiritual formation of children.”
Then you state the purpose:
“Therefore, this curriculum is meant to help volunteers not only understand why we have to be
intentional about making this paradigm shift from a dominant-culture approach to Christianity in
our churches/children's ministries, but the curriculum also provides a practical application
component on how to begin making that change (i.e., how to start the journey).”
I might recommend using these very sentences near the beginning of your Facilitator’s Notes.
They are clear and straightforward. Integrating the premise into the first paragraph above might
help sort through my earlier point.
*******
One other small thing:
Will participants eventually have a handout with the written objectives (p. 11)? This might be
helpful—maybe not before you discuss them, but as, or after, you do so. Having these stated
objectives would scaffold further discussion.
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Also a handout of the descriptions of the basic terms, diversity, inclusion, multicultural would be
useful I think—again maybe not before you discuss them, but as, or after, you do so—again to
scaffold later discussion.
*******
Thank you for asking my input, Jennifer. It has been a privilege to read your material.
Blessings.
Holly Allen
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APPENDIX G
IRB Consent Form
Adult Consent Form: Zoom Group Sessions with Video Recording
# PI NonResNonHumRequest #
Thank you for your interest in participating in my ministry intervention project. This
form describes the project and what will be asked of you. Please read over it carefully
and let me know if you have any questions.
Purpose:
Diverse children who attend a diverse church encounter a disconnect in the way that they
are able to see themselves as part of the greater God story when the gospel message and
supporting materials are presented predominantly through a White, dominant-culture
lens. As a result, this detachment hinders not only their current path toward spiritual
formation, but it also creates a long-term barrier that impacts faith formation as a whole.
The purpose of this study is to create a curriculum to be used with adult volunteers that
will not only make the volunteers aware of the impact that such an approach has on the
lives of children but also equip volunteers to teach a multicultural perspective of
Christianity that fosters spiritual formation in children.
Procedure:
If selected for participation, you will be asked to participate in 7 group sessions
conducted via Zoom with the study staff over the course of approximately 2 ½ months.
The group will use an app such as Doodle.com to determine the group meeting times.
Each Zoom session is expected to last 2 hours and will be recorded and viewed only by
the project leader to supplement field notes. The Zoom recording of each group session
will be saved to a private, password protected Google Drive accessible only by the
project leader. During the course of these sessions, you will be asked to participate in the
following procedures: 1) participate in a series of group discussions that are intended to
develop both the curriculum outline as well as the specific elements of the curriculum, 2)
offer rough draft feedback on the curriculum elements as they progress, and 3) take part
in a group interview with the express purpose of evaluating the final draft of the
curriculum.
Risks:
There are no known risks to taking part in this study. However, it is possible that you
might feel distress in the course of the discussions. If this happens, please inform me in
the way you feel most comfortable. This can be done either post-session, via private
Zoom chat during the session, or verbally at the time. Additionally, if a question or
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discussion point makes you feel uncomfortable, you may skip that portion of the
conversation or leave the session.
Benefits:
While there is no guaranteed benefit, my hope is that you will enjoy sharing your
thoughts and engaging in group discussions that you find meaningful and that will be
impactful as you imagine what it means to do ministry in a multicultural setting.
Voluntary Participation:
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. If you choose to participate, you
may still refuse to answer any question that you do not wish to answer. You may also
withdraw from the study at any time.
Confidentiality/Anonymity:
Any information you provide will be confidential to the extent allowable by law. Some
identifiable data may have to be shared with individuals outside of the study team, such
as members of the ACU Institutional Review Board. Otherwise, your confidentiality will
be protected in all of the reporting and/or writing related to this study. The rest of the
group members, a trained notetaker, and I will be the only people present for these
conversations. If necessary, I will use an alias when directly quoting from you in the
resulting document or any presentations of the material.
The project leader cannot guarantee your confidentiality outside of this focus group.
While the project leader will take measures to protect your identity and responses as
outlined above, we cannot guarantee that other focus group participants will do the same.
We encourage all participants to maintain the confidentiality of other participants in the
group. The project leader requests that you do not share any private information obtained
during your participation or any other information that may identify the other participants
unless you are legally required to do so.
Participants are encouraged to consider the limitations of confidentiality in the focus
group setting. Participation is voluntary. At any time, you may decide not to share
information, or you may discontinue participating in the group altogether.
Sharing the results:
I plan to use the results in the writing of a project thesis for completion of a Doctor of
Ministry degree. This document will be shared both in an academic setting and directly to
my congregation.
Publication:
There is the possibility that I will publish this study or refer to it in published writings in
the future. In this event, I will continue to use aliases, and I may alter some identifying
details to further protect your anonymity.
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Contact Information and Questions:
If you have questions about the project, the project leader is Jennifer Schroeder and may
be contacted at (214) 709-1112 or rjs17a@acu.edu.
If you are unable to reach the project leader or wish to speak to someone other than the
project leader, you may contact Dr. Ron Bruner at (580) 688-9281 or rkb01a@acu.edu.
If you have concerns about this study, believe you may have been injured because of this
study, or have general questions about your rights as a study participant, you may contact
ACU’s Chair of the Institutional Review Board and Executive Director of Research,
Megan Roth, Ph.D. Dr. Roth may be reached at (325) 674-2885. You can mail questions,
comments, or concerns to Dr. Roth at Dr. Megan Roth, Office of Research and Sponsored
Programs, 320 Hardin Administration Bldg, ACU Box 29103, Abilene, TX 79699 or
through email at orsp@acu.edu or megan.roth@acu.edu.
Before you sign: By signing below you are agreeing to participate in a multi-session,
videotaped group for this project thesis. Be sure that any questions you may have are
answered to your satisfaction. If you agree to participate in this study, a copy of this
document will be given to you.
Participant
signature: ________________________________________________________
Date: ________________________________________________________
Print Name: ________________________________________________________
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BRIEF VITA
Jennifer Reinsch Schroeder was born in Dallas, TX, and grew up in Longview,
TX. She graduated from the University of North Texas with Bachelor of Music and
Master of Music degrees in horn performance and Michigan State University with a
Doctor of Musical Arts degree. She earned a Master of Science in Family Life Education
from Lubbock Christian University and a Master of Divinity Equivalency from Abilene
Christian University. She is certified by the state of Texas in All-Level Music Education,
All-Level Special Education, and Early Childhood through 4th Grade Elementary
Education. She also maintains her certification as a Family Life Educator. Jennifer served
as a children’s minister for seventeen years before joining Abilene Christian University
as Summit Director, Instructor for the Department of Bible, Missions, and Ministry, and
Director of the Center for Women in Christian Ministry. Jennifer and her husband, Greg,
have four children and currently live in Abilene, TX.

